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CURRENT TOPICS. 





a 


THERE Is REASON to believe that the clauses of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Bill restricting the right to appeal will be 
dropped when the measure comes before the House of Commons. 
It is obviously desirable that the important changes proposed 
should not become law until opportunity has been given for full 
consideration. 





We print in another column some remarks reported to have 
been made by the judge of the Derbyshire County Court with 
regard to the costs allowed to solicitors in respect of bankruptcy 
petitions under the Bankruptcy Act. He very properly points out 
that the scale, as acted upon by the taxing masters, does not re- 
munerate a solicitor for the work which he is bound to perform. 
We have some reason to believe that the officials of the Board of 
Trade are becoming alive to this injustice, and are not unwilling 
that the scale should be revised so as to afford reasonable remunera- 
tion to solicitors for their services. We must protest, however, 
against the unworthy assumption that the inadequate scale of 
solicitors’ charges upon petitions has been the chief reason which 
has operated with solicitors in their attempts to carry through 
private arrangements. We believe that the simple remedying of 
an injustice to themselves is not likely to influence their conduct in 
this respect to any appreciable extent. 





On Tuurspay tast the Court of Appeal called attention to the 
fact that the word ‘procedure ” is sometimes affixed in the paper 
of the day to interlocutory appeals, the majority of which do not 
m any way relate to procedure, but to questions of law in conten- 
tion between the parties; so leading the public to believe that a 
large number of the appeals which come before the court relate to 
small matters which should not be the subject of appeal. This 
observation may probably be taken as having reference to Lord 
Cares’ remark in the House of Lords on Monday, that “‘ he should 
like to know whether the judges of the Court of Appeal had made 
any representations to the effect that the right of appeal had been 
abused, and that frivolous appeals were often brought. As far as 
he knew, that was not the opinion of the learned judges of the 
Court of Appeal.” 





On tHE occastioy when Mr. Justice Currry announced that he 
would hear no more witness actions before the Long Vacation, he 
also stated that he had consulted his chief clerk, and that he found 
himself unable to fix a day before the vacation for an appointment 
in chambers to settle the list of éontributories of the Oriental 
Bank Corporation. It is understood that the parties have since 
obtained an appointment of three days’ duration late in the month 
of October—a delay the consequences of which are likely to 
be serious. The work of the chambers of the chancery judges, 
which before October, 1888, was sufficiently heavy, has, by reason 
of the rules published at that date, been considerably increased. 
A few instances of delay, such as that of the settling of the list 
of contributories of the Oriental Bank Cerporation, would warrant 
an inquiry as to whether the business in chambers could not be 
re-arranged so as to expedite the work, or, if that should be 


a impossible, to ascertain the expediency of adding to the 
ait. 





THE Decision on the Law Club question, at the meeting of the 


pated, a foregone conclusion; but it will be observed that pro- 
tests were made by several members against the high-en- 
trance fee and subscription. We think it will be a matter of 
regret hereafter that Mr. Crowprr’s sensible proposal, that 
circulars should be issued proposing a subscription of £2 2s. or 
£3 3s., and asking how many would join respectively at those 
subscriptions, was not adopted. Speaking from personal know- 
ledge, we reiterate our assertion that the result of the fee and 
subscription which have been adopted will be practically to exclude 
from the club the country members of the society. It should be 
remembered that besides the members resident in the more remote 
parts of the country, and who come comparatively rarely to 
London, there is a large class of solicitors resident in the home 
counties, who come up to town on business once or twice a week, 
to whom a club at a reasonable subscription would be a great 
convenience. 





SomME oF THE coMPLAINTs made by the judges who are now on 
circuit about the recent changes are rather querulous. We fail, 
for instance, to see the shocking hardship inflicted on the learned 
judge who, as Mr. Justice Lorzs complained, was actually com- 
pelled to eat his lunch in a railway carriage. But there can be no 
doubt that some serious difficulties connected with the new system 
are becoming manifest. It is often hard to say when the civil , 
business at a one-judge town is to commence, and suitors and jury- 
men may be kept in attendance for some time before they are 
wanted. And great difficulty arises in ascertaining beforehand 
how much time will be required for a particular county. Mr. 
Justice Manisry, in charging the Grand Jury at Newcastle, said, 
that ‘‘ when he urged as strongly as he could that nine days were 
as few as could be allowed for Northumberland and Newcastle, he 
was told there would be a waste of time, that he would have a 
holiday ; however, he succeeded in getting two days beyond that 
period, and he was told that that would be too much.” As if 
happened, however, while the criminal business was ‘unusially 
light, the civil business, which he had been told would be restricted 
to three or four cases, actually proved to amount to twenty-two 
cases, many of them important and heavy. We drew attention in 
our recent remarks on the new system to the probability of 
pressure arising at the one-judge towns from unexpected amounts 
of work cropping up, and it is not improbable that the reserve 
judge who is to be kept in town to meet emergencies of this kind, 
will have a lively time of it in careering to different places, widely 
apart, to help his oppressed brethren. 





When rue cast of Mander v. Harris (L. R. 24 Ch. D. 222) was 
decided by Mr. Justice Currry, we took occasion (27 Soxrcrrors’ 
JournaL, 561) to protest against the assumption on which the deci- 
sion was based, that the fact that the will was made before the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1883, made no difference in its 
construction. We pointed out that Lord Sersorye’s remarks in 
Jones v. Ogle (21 W. R. 236, L. R. 8 Ch., at p. 195) were distinctly 
opposed to this doctrine ; that the observations of Jrsset, M.R., in 
Hasluck v. Pedley (28 W. R. 155, L. R. 19 Eq. 271), on which 
it was supposed to be founded, did not, as reported in the 
WEEKLY sang justify the inference drawn from them, 
and that at all events, a mere dictum of that kind was a 
very slender ground on which to base a doctrine so opposed 
to common sense and common knowledge, as that a testatrix who 
has made no subsequent alteration in her will is to be presumed to 
know and approve of all legislation affecting the interpretation of 
her will. It will be seen from a report which we publish else- 
where that the Court of Appeal has reversed Mr. Justice Currry’s 





Incorporated Law Society on Friday week, was, as we antici- 


decision on the precise grounds we ventured to allege. It is now 
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decided that, “for the purposes of construction, those rules which 
prevailed when the will was made, and with reference to which 
the will might be fairly presumed to have been framed, must be 
obeerved.” The construction of the will in Mander v. Harris 
being therefore to be decided on the law as it stood before the 
Married Women's Property Act, 1883, it was unnecessary for the 
court to decide the interesting question whether under a devise 
in a will made since that Act, in joint tenancy to a man and his 
wife and a third person, the joint tenants take in third shares; 
but it is to be observed that Lord Justice Corron remarked that, 
“apparently the object of the Act was not to alter the rights of 
anyone except those of husband and wife inter se.” 





AN INTERESTING ARTICLE might be written on the effect upon the 
decisions of learned judges of opinions acquired in the course of 
their practice at the bar. The late Lord Justice James, on at least 
one occasion, avowed that his judgment was the result of an 
opinion entertained for many years, and mainly due to a case of great 
hardship which had come within his personal knowledge. The 
jadgment of one of the members of the Court of Appeal in Pearson 
v. Pearson (reported elsewhere) supplies another illustration. 
Lord Justice Baccattay argued the case of Labouchere v. Dawson 
(20 W. R. 309, L. R. 13 Eq. 322) for the defendant. In that 
case, as is well known, Lord Romy held that, although a person 
who sells the goodwill of a business is at liberty to recommence a 
similar business in the immediate neighbourhood of the place where 
the old business was carried on, and to advertise the fact of his 
having done so, he may not specially solicit custom from the 
eistomers of the old business. Lord Justice Baccattay seems long 
to have held a strong opinion that Labouchere v. Dawson was 
wrongly decided ; and in Walker v. Mottram (30 W. R., at p. 168, 
L. R. 19 Ch. D., at p. 366) he took occasion to intimate this 
opinion. Now the counsel for the plaintiff in Labouchere v. 
Dawson was the late learned Master of the Rolls; and in Ginesi 
v. Cooper (L. R. 14 Ch. D. 596), he not only expressed his entire 
approval of the doctrine laid down in Labouchere v. Dawson, but 
extended it to dealing with the customers of the old firm—an 
extension which was, disapproved by the Court of Appeal 
in — v. Barrett (L. R. 15 Ch. D. 306). In the last-mentioned 
case, however, Lord Justice Brerr expressed a strong opinion that 
in the case of a sale of a goodwill to a stranger there is an implied 
contract on the part of the vendor that he will not solicit custom 
from the customers of the old firm. The chances of time have 
given Lord Justice Baccattay the opportunity of re-asserting his 
view in Pearson v. Pearson. Although it was not strictly neces- 
sary for the decision, he and Lord Justice Corron intimated that 
Labouchere v. Dawsm was wrongly decided. Lord Justice 
Lrupizr, on the other hand, holds that it was rightly decided. 
The foundation of the decision in Labouchere v. Dawson is that a 
man may not derogate from his own grant. To use the language 
of the late Master of the Rolls, a man must not steal that which 
he has sold. Goodwill is, in fact, the chance of the custom of the 
old customers, and after a man has purported to sell this chance, 
he ie not at liberty to destroy it. But, say the judges who dis- 
approve of Labouchere v. Dawson, where are you to draw the 
line? If the vendor of the goodwill may advertise in the news- 
papers that he is carrying on business in the old line, why may he 
not send a circular to the same effect to the old customers? The 
answer to this, if we may respectfully say so, is, that practically 
there is a good deal of difference between an advertisement in the 
newspapers and personal solicitation of the old customers by private 
letters or visits. The doctrine that the vendor of a goodwill may re- 
commence business in the same line in the immediate neighbourhood 
of the old business, and advertise the fact, is extraordinary enough 
when looked at from the point of view of what is ordinarily con- 
sidered fair and right, but the fact that this doctrine is too well 
established to be reversed does not seem a good reason for extend- 
ing it. The result of the opinions expressed by the majority of the 
court in Pearson v. Pearson is to render goodwill practically 
worthless unless protected by express stipulations, and the lesson 
to be learned by practitioners is, that in all cases of contracts relating 
to the purchase or taking over of a business and goodwill, there 
should be inserted express stipulations restricting the right of the 
or or outgoing partner to solicit the customers of the old 

usiness, 





Wuen Mr. Conen, Q.C., succeeded in inducing the Grand Com. 
mittee of the House of Commons to insert in the Bankruptcy Bill 
the novel act of bankruptcy which now appears as sub-section } 
(6.) of section 4 of the Act—viz., “If the debtor gives notice te 
any of his creditors that he has suspended, or that he is about to 
suspend, payment of his debts”—we ventured to suggest (27 
Soricrrors’ Journal, p. 477) that a method would be found to 
evade the committing of this act of bankruptcy by any debtor 
desirous of convening a meeting of his creditors for the purpose of 
carrying a private arrangement. In practice we find that the 
suggestion we then made as to the form of circular to be adopted 
under such circumstances is being universally followed by solizi- 
tors acting in these cases, and we are glad to find that the Court of 
Appeal, in Ez parte Oastler (ante, p. 454), has confirmed our 
view. In that case two debtors carried on business in partnership 
in London and Paris, and one of the English creditors went to 
Paris on behalf of the English creditors, and there had an inter- 
view with the debtors. In the course of conversation one of the 
debtors, in the presence of the other, informed the creditor that he 
had started in business six or seven years ago without any capital, 
and that he was unable to pay the debts of the firm, and he offered 
to pay twenty per cent. dividend. He also stated that he could 
obtain assistance from his brother-in-law, who, however, would not; 
assist him until he had made some arrangement with his creditors, 
and, he added, that if the creditors would accept the composition 
offered, the balance would be adebt of honour which they would 
pay in full at some future time. It was contended that these 
statements were equivalent to a notice by the debtors of their 
intention to suspend payment of their debts, but the Court of 
Appeal (Baceattay, Corron, and Linptzy, L.JJ.) were of a contrary 
opinion. The judgment of Baccattay, L.J., in which he com- 
pared the act of bankruptcy contained in sub-section 1 (f) with 
the one in question, is very important. As was pointed out by 
him, sub-section 1 (7) requires a declaration of inability to pay to 
be filed in court in order to constitute an act of bankruptcy, and, 
that being so, it could hardly be that a mere deciaration or admis- 
sion of inability to pay debts, coupled with no sort of formality 
whatever, would be sufficient to constitute an act of bankruptcy 
under sub-section 1 (4.). The judgments of the other Lords Jus- 
tices are equally important, their effect being that the notice must 
be specifically that the debtor has suspended, or intends to suspend, 
payments, and that anything short of that—such as that he might 
have to pay his creditors a composition—is not within the sub- 
section. The decision is, to our mind, a welcome one, limiting, as 
it does, the operation of what has always appeared to us to be an 
unwise provision in the new Act. Another point raised in the case 
was whether the decision of Marnew and Cave, JJ., sitting as a 
divisional court, in the case of Ex parte Nickoll (ante, p. 617), to 
the effect that a verbal notice of suspension is sufficient under the 
sub-section, is a correct exposition of the law, and it is important 
to note that, although the point does not appear to have been ex- 
pressly decided, yet in the course of the argument Corron, L.J., 
—. an opinion in accordance with the decision in Ex parte 

ickoll. 





Tue two cases of Platt v. Mendel and Gurney v. The Countess of 
Canterbury (ante, p. 656), which came before Mr. Justice Carrry 
on the 9th inst., raised a point very important to mortgagees 
who have to bring foreclosure actions against a mortgagor and 
puisne incumbrancers. The well-known rule of the court which 
gives the mortgagor six months to redeem his property is supple- 
mented by a further rule which gives to each of the puisne in- 
cumbrancers three months beyond the six months, so that where 
there are puisne incumbrancers these successive periods run on, 
and the time for the absolute foreclosure by the first mortgagee is 
prolonged to that extent. A practice has arisen, which has not, 
however, up to the present time been established as a rule, of 
giving the mortgagor and all the puisne incumbrancers collectively 
one time within which they or any of them shall have the option 
of redeeming the first mortgagee. Thus, in the recent case of 
Smith v. Olding (82 W. R. 386, L. R. 25 Ch. D. 462), Mr. Justice 
Pearson, neither of the defendants appearing, ordered that both 
the defendants should be foreclosed in the event of their not 
paying within six months, following Bartlett v. Rees (L. R. 12 
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Eq. 395). On the other hand, Mr. Justice Fry, in Sweet v. 
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(L. R. 25 Ch. D. 463n), in the absence of the mortgagor, 
who had not appeared, declined to depart from. the usual course. 
In Seton on Decrees, p. 1084, reference is made to two cases, both 
unreported, in which the Master of the. Rolls (Lord Rommxy), 
where the puisne incumbrancers did not appear, gave only one 
time to redeem. As a matter of fact, we believe that no in- 
convenience has arisen by reason of decrees framed in this manner, 
but it is obvious that inconvenience might arise; and the practice 
will probably remain of uncertain application until some difficulty 
arises. In the cases before Mr. Justice Currry he decided to follow 
the old rule, the second mortgagee being present, and requesting a 
successive period. But the learned judge implied that he will give 
only one period to redeem unless the second mortgagee asks for suc- 
cessive periods, and that he will not listen to the request of the 
mortgagor asking for successive periods. 





Tue nicHTs of women have lately been advancing at such a 
pace that a doubt may arise in some minds whether, in some 
respects, they may not imply the wrongs of other people. Perhaps 
the plaintiff in the case of Bursill v. Tanner (32 W. R. 827) may 
feel some inclination towards this opinion. Looking at the wide, 
though somewhat puzzled, terms in which the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, hands over their property to women, and 
makes them at the same time liable to all kinds of suits and 
actions, this plaintiff seems to have rejoiced in her heart—for by 
the irony of fortune, the plaintiff seems to have been a woman— 
when she had recovered judgment against a fair customer for the 
amount of a milliner’s bill. But Frerp and Manisry, JJ., have 
since decided that, by virtue of section 19 of the Act, execution 
can be levied only in respect of property as to which the defendant 
is not restrained from anticipation; and there is much reason to 
fear that, in consequence of this decision, execution can practically 
be levied upon nothing at all. This will, at all events, be the 
practical result of the decision im many cases; and the ladies 
may be congratulated upon having obtained everything and 
given up nothing. If the authors and promoters of the Act 
expected and intended this result, they will deserve great credit 
for their foresight ; and we should say of them, as Lord Coxe tells 
us Sir Wrr11am Hentz said of the makers of a still more cele- 
brated Act, ‘‘ Ils fueront sages gents queux fieront cest statut.” 





_ We occastowatty find information of a very singular character 
in the Law Reports—see, for instance, the reference to the so-called 
“Local Government Act, 1875,” in the head-note to the report 
of Todd v. Robinson (L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 580)—but we do not 
remember to have met with anything so full of interest as the 
strange adventure of the ship, which appears from the statement in 
the current number of these reports (L. R. 13 Q. B. D., at p. 92) to 
have put ‘into Court.’ It is stated that ‘‘the original cause of 
putting into Court was a particular average loss,” but no informa- 
tion is given as to the procedure by which the vessel was brought 
into court. There are, doubtless, dry ‘‘docks” to be found at the 
Old Bailey and other courts, but independently of their limited 
accommodution, the facilities afforded for ‘‘ unloading and reloading 
cargo” therefrom by the police van seem somewhat inadequate. 
The reporter should take advantage of the next ‘Christmas 
number” of the Law Reports to explain, in detail, how the feat he 
micles was accomplished. 





Tur orrrctars in the Chancery Paymaster’s Office complain that 
the new funds rules, which came into operation on the Ist of 
» have largely increased their work, and that the books they 

now have to keep far outnumber those kept under the former régime. 
The amount of correspondence entailed on them by the new 
peeree of paying dividends by post also adds largely to their 
bour. Hopes were entertained by the Treasury that the new 
Tules would greatly decrease the work of the office, but in practice 
their effect is the reverse, and we are told that, in many instances, 
Work has to be taken home by the officials to be completed at night. 
saecntations have been made to the Treasury, but hitherto 


JURISDICTION OF A JUDGE AT CHAM- 
BERS TO ISSUE AN ATTACHMENT. 


Questiors concerning the liberty of the subject are not in modern 
times regarded with the same jealous fear of encroachment as in- 
some past epochs of our history. The judicial bench, independent 
of all extraneous influence, and untainted by a suspicion of par- 
tiality, has won the confidence of the people, and the great 
majority of suitors would intrust their fortunes and their liberties 
as readily to the decision of a judge as to the verdict of a jury. 
Able, conscientious, and painstaking as the judges undoubtedly 
are, it is still to be desired that their decisions in all matters of 
the first importance should be pronounced under that full sense of 
responsibility which is secured by the publicity of legal proceed- 
ings. The possibility of unfavourable criticism isa potent stimulus, 
not to uprightness, for that we assume in a modern judge, but to 
the painful effort of continuous attention, which is, perhaps, as 
necessary for sound decision as an impartial mind. This is not the 
only reason why, in our opinion, the jurisdiction in chambers 
should be restrained within somewhat narrow limits. Summonses 
are there disposed of with a rapidity which precludes complete 
examination of the merits; and, with the best intentions, the judge 
can administer but rough justice to the crowd of suitors who seek 
his decision in chambers. 

It was, therefore, with some regret that we read the judgments 
in the recent case of Salmi Kyberg v. Komanski (32 W. R. 752), 
where a divisional court held, justifying the practice which has, 
since the Judicature Act, prevailed in the Queen’s Bench Division, 
that a judge in chambers has jurisdiction to issue an attachment. 
Passing by the questions whether it is constitutional, and, if so, 
whether it is expedient, that a man should be sent to prison by a 
decision in camer4, we shall here examine the legal arguments on 
which this judgment rests. 

It was admitted that, under the old practice, there was no power 
to issue an attachment in chambers; but it was asserted that the 
39th section of the Judicature Act, 1873, had enlarged the juris- 
diction of a judge in this respect. This view was adopted by 
Huddleston, B., and Grove, J., affirming the decision of Mathew, 
J., at chambers, while Day, J., dissented from the opinion of the 
majority. 

he "oth section of the Judicature Act is in the following 
terms :— 

“ Any judge of the said 'High Court of Justice may, subject to 
rules of po exercise, in peal or in chambers, all 4 ee. of the 
jurisdiction by this Act vested in the said High Court, in all such causes 
and matters, and in:all act might hovel in any causes or matters, as 
before the passing of this Act ht have been heard in court or in cham- 
bers respectively, by a single judge of any of the courts whose jurisdiction 
io havcby transd tothe said High Court,..or as may be directed or 
authorized to be so heard by any rules of court to be hereafter made. In 
all such cases any judge sitting in court shall be deemed to constitute a 
court.’’ 


Remembering that by section 16 the several jurisdictions of the 
former courts, including the jurisdiction of a judge in chambers, 
had been united in the High Court, it seems doubtful whether the 
object of section 39 was not simply to restore to a single judge of 
that court the power which a single judge formerly possessed, 
without affecting in any way the distribution of business between 
court and chambers. This was Mr. Justice Day’s reading of the 
section. He said, ‘‘I find here the word ‘ oe eens, and it 
seems to me that that word is the key of the whole section. It 
appears to me to give to a judge sitting in court all the powers 
which any judge of es § of the courts consolidated by the Act had 
before its passing, and to a judge sitting at chambers the same 
powers as any other judge at chambers had ever possessed, and no 
more.” Mr. Baron Huddleston, however, while admitting the 
difficulty of in ing the section, boldly substituted “either” 
for ‘‘ respectively,”” when of course all difficulty disappeared. But 
the obvious objection to such a construction is that it would 
authorize, not merely a writ of attachment being issued in cham- 
bers, but the entire business of the courts being transacted there. 
That the Legislature had any such intention is in the last degree 
improbable ; and we prefer to adopt the opinion of Day, J., that 
the word ‘respectively ” was deliberately adopted for the purpose. 
of leaving the distribution of business unaffected: by the consolida. 
tion of the courts. 
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Mr. Justice Grove agreed with Mr. Baron Huddleston, but he 
arfived at his conclusion by a different route. He seems to have 
ry that, if the section were read as conferring on a judge 
the same powers which - pe open. exercised, it ug on 
have unnecessary ; but, wit: respect, we must sa: at 
this ww thon ignores the fact that a judge of the High Court 
was ‘‘brand” new creation of the statute, who possessed after 
its passing no powers except those which were expressly conferred 
upon him. Instead, however, of rejecting the word “‘ respectively,” 
the learned judge relied upon the words, ‘‘subject to any 
rules of court,” and then proceeded to show that the issue of 
a writ of attachment in chambers is authorized by the existing 


Whether the enlargement of the jurisdiction in chambers in such 
an important matter is within the competence of rules of court 
appears to us to be somewhat doubtful; but, assuming that it is 
89, let us see whether the rules themselves justify the conclusion 
of the Divisional Court. By ord. 44, r. 2, it is provided that no 
writ of attachment shall be issued without the leave of the court 
or @ judge, to be applied for on notice to the party against whom 
the attachment is to be issued. This rule is in form a prohibi- 
tive, not an enabling, enactment ; but Mr. Justice Grove considered 
that, by implication, it confers a power on ‘‘a judge”—that is 
ta say, on 9 judge in chambers—to authorize the issue of the writ. 
Now, it appears to us, whatever meaning may be attributed to 
the expression ‘‘the court or a judge,” that the language of this 
rule negatives the idea that leave is to be applied for on summons. 
The words ‘“‘on notice to the party against whom the attachment 
is to be issued”’ distinctly point to notice of motion, and not to 
ice of a summons, we turn to order 52, we find that 
, by these rules, any application is authorized to be made 
court or a judge, such application, if made to a divisional 
or to a judge in court, shall be made by motion.” This rule 
ws that the application referred to in order 44 may be made to 
@ judge in court, and that the words ‘‘or a judge” do not neces- 
sarily mean @ judge in chambers. Again, by rule 4 of order 52, it 
is lad down that ‘‘every notice of motion for attachment shall 
state in general terms the grounds of the application.” 

Some stress seems to have been laid, in the case to which 
we have referred, upon the circumstance that the order 
which it was sought to enforce was an order made in 

ws, and Mr, Baron Huddleston is reported to have used the 
the following language :—“‘ It is said that the procedure is still to 
be the same as under the old system—that is, that the original 
onder must still be made a rule of court, and that then application 
must be made to a divisional court for attachment for disobedience 
te such rule of court.” In making these observations we presume 
the learmed baron overlooked ord. 42, r. 24, which provides that 
“ order of the court or a judge in any cause or matter may 
be enfc eet all persons bound thereby in the same manner 
ag 9 judgment to the same effect.” There is thus no necessity to 
have recourse to the obsolete procedure indicated by him as the 
only alternative; but the obedience of the defendant might have 
been enforced under ord. 42, r. 7. 

The subject which we have discussed is, in one aspect, highly 
technical, m another it is of broad and general interest. We have 
treated it apy * a question of the construction of the Act and 
Rules, and we have endeavoured to show that their meaning is by 
no means free from doubt. If our readers agree with us in this, 
they will also agree with the concluding words of Mr. Justice Day’s 
judgment, “that the liberty of the subject is not to be interfered 
with on an inference alone.” 
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We ate informed that at a meeting of the trustees of the Eldon Law 
or ang sa emg the House of Lords on the 16th inst., Mr. Albert 
Thomas , Of Queen’s College, Oxford, was elected twenty-first 

scholar. 
Albany Law Journal is severe on the judgments delivered in the 
of . It says, “ We desire toepems well of dignitaries, but we 
constrained to admit that the House of Lords is the most tedious and 
court in existence, The only time when we contemplate 
of dynamite with any approval is when we are con- 
‘ to read the , rambling, sli tautol , cumulative 
eed Se o fous w lords, which are supposed to set the law for 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 
EMPLOYMENT OF A SOLICITOR BY A HIGHWAY BOARD. 
(United Land Company v. Tottenham Local Board, Q, B. D., 

32 W. R. 798.) 

This decision is of considerable importance to country solicitors, 
and requires careful examination, It is enacted by section 84 of the 
Highways Act, 1835 (5 & 6 Will. 4, o. 50), that certain expenses 
incurred by a surveyor of highways in connection with the “ stopping 
up, diverting, or turning” any highway, if the stopping up, &e., is 
required by a private party, ‘‘ shall be paid to such surveyor by such 
party, or be recoverable in the same manner as any forfeiture 
is recoverable” under the Act—that is, by summary conviction 
under the penal clauses. The expenses in question are, by 
sections 84 and 85, connected with advertising the character of 
the proposed alteration by notices, the preparation of plans “‘ particu- 
larly describing the old and new highway by metes, bounds, and 
admeasurement therereof,” and the attending before justices upon a 
view of the highway itself. 

In the present case, the appellants having applied for @ diversion, 
“‘eertain expenses were incurred, amounting to £65 odd, owing to 
the board having employed a solicitor to carry out its surveyor’s 
instructions,” and the appeal -was (by case stated under 20 & 21 Vict, 
c. 43) against a conviction by the justices to pay this sum, on the 
ground that the board had no power to delegate the surveyor’s duties 
to a solicitor, The appeal was allowed by Hawkins and A. L. Smith, 
JJ., although it was admitted—and, indeed, had been found as a fact 
by the justices—that the charges were reasonable, and it was urged 
for the respondents that the duties of a surveyor under the Act are 
very numerous and intricate, as the many cases arising out of their 
being improperly or informally carried out show (see Crisp, Appel- 
lant ; Wallace, Respondent, L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 641). No authority 
was cited on either side, so that the case is one of the first 
impression. It is perfectly clear (see Re Barber, 14 M. & W, 
720) that, in some cases, as where an indictment for obstruction 
is preferred, the expenses of a solicitor employed by a highway sur- 
veyor must be legally chargeable upon the rates, and the only ques- 
tion is whether the expenses attendant upon the “ diversion,” &c,, are 
confined to disbursements and time expended upon ministerial 
work. In ordinary cases they would seem to be, and therefore, dis- 
bursements excepted, are not chargeable; and there being nothing to 
show that any extra difficulties arose in this particular case, the 
decision of the court probably cannot be found fault with. As an 
authority, however, the decision has by no means the weight which 
it would have had if the question had arisen, not between the board 
and private persons, but between the board and the ratepayers upon 
the disallowance of an auditor of the solicitor’s expenses. Until the 
question of the retainer of a solicitor arises upon some such disallow- 
ance, the law will not be fully known. It is to be observed, too, that 
even in the present case the court expressly abstained from express- 
ing an opinion whether or not the appellants, from an acquiescence 
in the appointment of a solicitor, were liable, as upon an express 
contract, to pay his expenses. There appears to us to be strong 
evidence that they were. 








On Monday, in the House of Commons, Mr, Marriott asked the Attorney- 
General whether his attention had been called to the fact that last year ne 
less than 523 affidavits lodged at the central office of the Supreme Court 
of Judicature—viz., 86 used in the Divisional Courts, 2 in the Appeal 
Court, 237 in judges’ chambers, 142 in masters’ chambers, 46 in masters’ 

ivate room, and 10 in judges’ private room had been lost ; und whether 

e would direct that some steps should be taken to prevent the recurrence? 
of such carelessness on the part of some of the officials. The stoma 
General said that he had inquired into the matter, and discovered that 
loss only took place in the Queen’s Bench Division. In the Chan 
Division, in the course of the year, 88,000 affidavits were used, of w! 
not one had been lost. But in that division copies, and not originals, were 
used in court, whereas in the Queen’s Bench Division, in order to save 
expense, the originals were used in court and handed to the iu 
from counsel to counsel, The result was that out of 45,0Gu vite 
so used some 500, or 1 cent., had been lost, See quale ye 
in seality, move ¢ question of cocnomy shan anything , 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


SCHEMES OF ARRANGEMENT IN SMALL BANKRUPTCIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The attention of the Board of Trade having been called to a 
report in your issue of the 5th inst., of a case before the Divisional 
Court of the Queen’s Bench Division, Ex parte The Board of Trade, in 
which it is stated that the official receiver had informed a meeting of 
ereditors that the Board of Trade ‘objected to any scheme of 
arrangement in small bankruptcies,” I am directed by the Board of 
Trade to state that there is no foundation for the statement in 
question, and that the Board of Trade have never entertained or 
x any such objections. The official receiver concerned also 
assures them that he never made any such statement. When the 
matter was mentioned in the Divisional Court it was at once denied 
by Mr. Chalmers on behalf of the Board of Trade. 

Board of Trade, Whitehall-gardens, July 10. T.H, Farrer. 


[We are glad to find that no such objections have been expressed by 
the Board of Trade. It was, however, positively asserted in court by 
the counsel for the debtor that the official receiver had informed the 
creditors at their second meeting that he had received instructions from 
the Board to that effect, and this assertion was justified by an affidavit 
made by a persoa who was present at the meeting. Our reporter did 
not understand Mr. Chalmers as actually denying that such instruc- 
tions had been given by the Board, but only as saying that he had 
never heard of them. The letter of Sir T. H. Farrer, however, 
proves that what the official receiver said at the meeting must have 
been misunderstood.—Eb. 8S. J.] 





RZ W. AND J. LUDFORD. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—In your publication of the 28th June last you have inserted 
‘an‘article commenting on the decision in the above case, and stating 
that, if the claim for poundage had been allowed under the circum- 
stances, such allowance would have gone very far beyond what was 
ever contemplated by the Legislature, and that sheriffs’ officers are 
very reasonably protected by section 46 of the present Bankruptey 
Act as interpreted by such decision. I feel certain the gentleman 
who wrote the article is not practically acquainted with the sheriffs’ 
officers’ duties, risks, and responsibilities, nor is the decision in the 
‘above case in accordance with the practice as carried on in my 
shrievalty up to the passing of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. I have 
acted as sheriff’s officer for the last ten years, and under the Bank- 
tuptey Act of 1869 the sheriff has always been allowed poundage 
where he has been in possession under an execution and bankruptcy 
thas supervened, caaliion to the principle laid down by Willes, 3. ,in 
the case of Miles vy. Harris (12 C. B. N. 8. 551), in which he says 
that, where the plaintiff had had all the benefit of the sheriff's ser- 
vices, and the sheriff had done all he could do, and was ready to do 
the rest in obedience to the precept, according to all ordinary prin- 
ciples he ought to be paid. There are other cases I could refer to if 
necessary, wherein the same principle is followed by the judges. The 
decision in the above case {depriving the sheriff o poundage) seems 
to have been partly arrived at because a sale had not ac y taken 
place, but that is not necessary according to recent cases. Then, as 
to the protection given to the sheriff's o: , I venture to deny such 
to be the case if poundage be withheld, for the following reasons 
—end I speak from experience. In nearly half the executions I have 
te carry out, a claim to the goods seized is made by some oye nce 
‘and then the sheriff is driven to interplead. If the claimant b 
‘the usual order is made “ that the sheriff withdraw, no action, no 
costs.” Thus the sheriff is saddled with his share of the costs of the 
‘interpleading, amounting to three or four pounds, and has to pay 
‘out of his own pocket for men keeping possession from seven to 
fourteen days. If the claim is dieenienel, sometimes the claimant is 
ordered to pay the costs of the interpleader, but this is very rarely 
the case, so that the outpockets of the sheriff are sure to be lar, 
where there are many writs sent to him for execution, and the only 
set-off he has had to fall back upon has been the poundage he is 
entitled to, and if this be now withheld in cases where bankruptcy 
occurs, there is no doubt the loss upon him or his officers must be 
very severe. I mention these facts in order that the legal public, 
who seem to think the sheriff and his officers are well protected, may 
be made acquainted with the truth, and that neither he nor his officers 
meet with the help they are entitled to, so far as costs are concerned, 
from the courts when they haye to resort to them for protection 
under the In eader Acts, This is an anomaly I cannot understand. 
I should have thought the courts would have been anxious to protect 
their officers from loss in carrying out the precepts of the court in- 
‘rusted to them. Frep. Margiort, Sheriff's Officer. 
Nottingham, July 12, 








[Our correspondent does not a to a te t ‘ 
remarks to which he refers. wud’ “ere” wacker We has 
italicised, was not intended in the sense in which it reads wh 80 
italicised, and probably our meaning would have been be 
expressed if the word had been omitted. With this exception, how- 
ever, we adhere to what we iously stated, 
Legislature did not in by enacting 
Bankruptcy Act, to give the sheriff ‘‘po ” in 
receiving order being made before any sale is It appears 
us that what was intended was to on islative f 4 
sion of Bacon, C.J., in Ex parte Browning (26 W. R. 559), under the 
a . 1869, and no " more. In that case Bacon, Os, 

e sheriff was enti to the e of taking and keeping 
possession of the debtor’s goods, and the expenses of i 
the same for sale,” but nothing is said as to “ 
question the statement of our correspondent that under the Act of 
1869 ‘‘poundage” has always been allowed in such cases. Our 
correspondent may have been fortunate enough to have obtained it in 
cases coming into his hands, but from inquiries we have made this is 
Sek te enperenas. St at Gateway nor do we 
“s ge’ was properly chargeable in such cases. 
gael bctoen Ole seizure, the debtor 
creditor compromise the matter, and the sheriff consequently wi 
draws, and a case where the sheriff is ted from ing by 
the operation of a statute. It is with reference to the former case 
that Wiles, J., in Miles v. Harris, made the remarks quoted by our 
conresponctenit but he also said, ‘‘Where, as here, the execution is 
stayed before actual levy, ugh no voluntary act of the plaintiff, it 
seems to me that the sheriff has not levied the money within the 
terms of the statute, and, consequently, is not entitled to age ae 
Those remarks, to our mind, are equally appli to the in 
Re W. & J. Ludford, for seizure alone is not a within the statute. 
This was expressly laid down by Erle, C.J., in the same case. His 
words are, ‘‘I am of opinion that the sheriff has not levied so as to 
be entitled to poundage under that statute, until the goods seized have 
been turned into money. The remarks of our co dent upon 
the hardships to which sheriffs’ oh ae amet ie certain 
cases ap to our sympathy, but they are entirely beside the 
question, as we fail to see how this fact can reasonably be urged as 
an argument in favour of mulcting bankrupts’ estates to make up 
the ae Si ee officers sustain in other cases. We may 
perha, , with regard to our correspondent’s remark that the 
writer of the observations referred to is not practically acquainted 
with 7 sheriff’s officer’s duties, that, so far as ue conduct for pov 
years of an extensive bankruptcy practice enables anyone to 
with authority on questions of this kind, i the a 
ey i than the writer of the observations to.— 

. Sd. 
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NEW PRACTICE CASES. 


R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 58, x. 4—Frese Evipence on Apprat—Lexave or 
Covurt—DIstincrion BETWEEN INTERLOCUTORY AND Fryat Ornper.—In a case 
of Norton v. Compton, before the Court of Appeal on the 15th inst., a ques- 
tion arose as to the admission of fresh evidence on the hearing of an appeal, 
The action was an administration one, and the ap was from the 
disallowance of a claim carried in against the estate. For the purpose of 
regulating the time for appealing suck an order is treated as interlocutory. 
but, inasmuch as it finally decided the rights of the claimant, the , 
had been set down in the final list. The appellant insisted that he was 
entitled to adduce fresh evidence on the hearing of the appeal without any 
leave from the court, the order i interlocutory. The court 
(Baccatiay, Corron, and Lixnizy, L.JJ.) held that fresh evidence could 
not be adduced without the leave of the court. Oorron, L.J., pointed out 
fhe Guberenen ie. the Jengenge of the Sure clemnes sf elles the one provid- 
ing that ‘‘further e ce may be given without leave upon 
interlocutory appli ” while the other says pd appeals 
from a judgment after or hearing of cause or upon the 
merits, such further evidence shall be Simitted on special grounds : 
and not without special leave of the court.”"—-CounssL, Cosens- Hardy, Q.0., 
and Bardswell; Methold. Soxscrrons, Letis Brothers; Carr § Co. 


R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 65, x. 48—Costs—Taxatron—Oounseis’ Fees 
—Increasep Fes on AppraL—RerresHer—Drscrerion or Taxine 
Master.—In a case of Cain v. Clegg, before the Court of Appeal on 
the 16th inst., a question arose on taxation as to the allowance to 
counsel (a member of the local bar at Manchester), on an appeal from 
the Lancaster Chancery Court, of a higher fee than he had received on 
the hearing in the court below, and as to the allowance of a refresher. 
The fee allowed on the appeal was fifteen eas ; that on the original 
hearing had been four guineas. The a) wee G> poets te wy | 
on December 20, 1883, and was then heard, it stood o 
till the 30th of January, 1884, when it was concluded. On this 
the Court of A: wen nod comelibted of Ye sien Sas 0 em be 
20. The hi did not occupy five hours altogether. taxing master 
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of the ey allowed a refresher of £10 10s. The appeal was 
brought direct this decision. He stated that, in his opinion, it was 
ptoper to employ on the h of the appeal the same counsel as in the 
court below, a= { that the fee of fifteen guineas, paid for attending on the 
in London, was under the circumstances reasonable and proper. 
was of opinion that under the circumstances the practice of allowing 
the same fee on the hearing of an ap as was allowed cn the hearing 
in the court below was not applicable, neither was the rule that a 
refresher fee is only allowed after one full day’s hearing applicable. The 
court (Baccattay, Corron, and Linpizy, L.JJ.) refused to disturb the 
taxation. Bacceattay, L.J., said the court would, to save further expense, 
take upon itself to decide the question, at the desire of both parties, but 
he dou whether there was jurisdiction for the Court of sen to deal 
with the taxing master's allocatur in the circumstances in which the present 
was brought. He thought the matter should be fully considered 
ith a view to making a new rule to provide for the case. The —< 
‘was against an allocatur of a master of the Chancery Division, who 
allowed the two fees in question, taking into account the fact that the 
counsel had had to come up to London twice. The objections raised were 
the fee in the Court of Appeal ought not to have been larger than 
paid in the court below, and that there should have been no additional 
for the second hearing in the Court of Appeal. Unless the court was 
prepared to say that in no case could an additional fee be allowed to a 
counsel coming from the country to follow his case, it was impossible to 
interfere with the taxing master’s discretion. The second hearing was 
really a distinct hearing, and though the fee might be in the nature of a 
refresher, it was not properly a refresher. Corron, L.J., agreed that the 
} emeeey was one of guantum, and not of principle. As to the £10 10s., he 
t it was not a refresher at all, the second hearing having taken 
place after an interval. Linpuzy, L.J., said that in his opinion there was 
no jurisdiction, but the court was giving a decision out of pity to the 
=, to save them from having to go to a court of first instance, and 
come again to this court. The taxing masters were far better able 
te decide such a question than any judge. Their Lorpsurrs then, toavoid 
farther difficulties, fixed the costs of this application at seven guineas.— 
Counszi, Seward Brice ; 8. Hall. Soxscrrors, Chester ¢ Co. ; T. R. Kent. 


cEE 





R. ‘8. O. 1883, orp. 17, x. 4—Revrvorn—CHarce on TRANSMISSION OF 
ormmnc New Trusrzz.—In the case of Wilson v. Brewster, 
before Chitty, J., on the 14th inst., it appeared that since the institution 
of an action against the survivor of two trustees a new trustee had been 
3 in the place of the deceased trustee, and the trust property 
transferred into the joint names of such new trustee and the surviving 
trustee. It was stated that an application made to the registrar, under 
B.8. C., 1883, ord. 17, r. 4, for an order, of course adding the new trustee, 
‘was refused on the ground that there had been no charge or transmission 
of interest within the meaning of the rule, as the deceased trustee was 
mever party to the action. Rofey v. Miller, 24 W. R. 109, was referred to. 
Garrrr, J., said that he failed to see any difficulty, and the applicant was 
entitled to an order.—Counsz1, 4. Underhill ; Soricrron, G R Hubbard. 





R. 8. C., Oxp. 55, zn. 40—Crassirication Summons—D1saGREEMENT OF 
Panrizs—ArromntmEent oF Orrictat Soticrron —In the cases of In re 
Docwra vy. Paith, and In re Docwra, Westwood v. Docwra, heard 

before Bacon, V.C., on the 17th inst., au important question arose on a 
classification summons. The testator had directed that all the residue of 
his ay should be divided into eight parts, six of which were given 
absolutely, while the remaining two were directed to be settled. Two 
actions had been instituted, one for the administration of the estate, and 
the other for winding up # partnership in which the testator had been 
engaged with one of his sons. One order was made in both actions. The 
plaintiff in the first action then took out a summons, that for the purpose 
of the futare proceedings in the actions before tne judge at chambers, the 
parties to attend at the expense of the state should be classified and repre- 
The summons came before the chief clerk, who gave leave for the 

of two of the beneficiaries to attend on behalf of all the benifi- 
**except such as were executors.”” Bacon, V.C., asked whether 
were agreed, and upon being answed in the negative, said that 
uty was to exercise the power given him by the words of ord. 55, r. 
where the parties constituting any class cannot upon the 
to represent them, the j e may nominate such solicitor for the 
purpose of the proceedings before him.” He accordingly a pointed the 
official solicitor of the court to represent all the residuary <r who 
were not to the actions. Costs of all parties to be costs in the 
, SEL, Hemming, Q.C., and Chester ; Horton Smith, Q.C., and 
MeClymont ; Marten, Q.C., and Maidlow ; Miliar, Q.C., and EB. Beaumont ; 
Gatey ; Fischer, Q.C., and Brett; Carey. Sorscrrons, 7. Neal ; Marshfietd 
& Hutchings ; Wainwr ght $ Bailey ; Farlow ¢ Jackson. 
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BANKRUPTCY CASES, 


Leasunotp Inrznest oy Baxxnvet—Disciamer By Trustez—Lzave or 
Covar— IMPOsED— Banxrurtcy Act, 1869, s. 23—Banxnruprcy 


1871, x. 28—Banxnvrrcy Act, 1883, s. 55.—In a case of Ex parte 
Goat badoos the Court ot tered aoa a case Ot Be parte 
the terms on which leave should be given to the trustee in a liquidation 
by arrangement under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, to dicclaim e fee tean 
in 1875 to T. and 8., partners 


interest of the debtor. A lease was gran 


in trade, as joint tenants. In March, 1882, the petaiodiy was dissolved, on 
the terms that S. should continue the business and should pay T. £12,000 
forhis share, the payment being made in forty equal half-yearly instalments, 
T. covenanted that he would stand possessed of his interest in the lease 
on trust for 8. By another deed, 8S. assigned certain chattels on the 
leasehold premises to T., by way of security for the £12,000. In June, 
1883, 8. filed a liquidation petition. T: was afterwards compelied to 

the rent to the lessor. The trustee retained possession of the pre 

for some téme, with a view (as the court held) to the benefit of the estate, 
and afterwards applied to the court for leave to disclaim the debtor's 
interest in the lease. Mr. Registrar Pepys gave leave to disclaim upon the 
terms of the trustee paying to T. the rent as from the date of his ap. 
pointment until the day when his beneficial occupation ceased. This 
decision was affirmed by the Court of Ap (Baccatiay, Corton, and 
Lryotey, L.JJ.): It was contended on of the trustee that no 
conditions ought to be imposed, because T. had not been kept out of 
possession of the rage | by virtue of the lease which was to be dis. 
claimed, but by ue of the deed of dissolution, under which he was 
entitled to £12,000 for his interest. The disclaimer would not affect that 
deed, and he could prove in the liquidation for the £12,000. Baceattay, 
L.J., said that, the trustee having retained possession of the Property 
with a view to the benefit of the debtor’s estate, according to the rule lai 
down in a series of cases, of which Ez parte Arnal (L. R. 24 Ch. D. 26, 
27 Soxicrrorns’ Journat, 583) was the last, if the landlord had not been 
paid the rent, the trustee would have had leave to disclaim only on the 
terms of making compensation to him. The registrar was fully justified 
in giving that compensation to T. which, if he had not paid the land- 
lord, the trustee would have had to pay to the landlord. Otherwise the 
trustee would have had the beneficial occupation of the property without 
paying anything for it. Corron, L.J., said that, while T. was liable to pay 
the whole rent to the landlord, he had no beneficial interest in the lease, 
He had, therefore, a right to be indemnified by his cestui que trust, the 
debtor, against his more os to the landlord, and was entitled for that purpose 
to a lien on the leasehold property. Leave to disclaim ought to be given 
only on the terms of the trustee paying to T., who, by the disclaimer, 
would be deprived of his lien, compensation for what he had paid to the 
landlord. Lzypuzy, L.J., said that T. was, by virtue of his lien, really 
a secured creditor, and, when the property on which he had a lien was 
taken away, he ought still to have the benefit of the lien.—Covunsz1, 2. 
Vaughan Williams; F. Cooper Willis. Soxxcrrors, Surr, Gribble, ¢ Co; 
Ullithorne, Currey, § Villiers. 





BankrvurTtcy—PReFrERENTIAL Destr—LanpiorD—Distauss rok Rent— 
Gas Rent—Banxruprtcy Act, 1869, s. 34—Banxruptcy Act, 1883, s. 42.— 
In a case of Ex. parte Harrison, before the Court of Appeal on the 14th 
inst., a question arose as to the right of a corporation to distrain for gas 
rent on the goods of a debtor who had filed a liquidation petition under 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. By their special Act the corporation were em- 

wered to recover from any person any rent or charge due to them by 

im for gas caput’. ‘*by the like means as landlords are for the time 
being by law allowed to recover rent in arrear, but the incoming tenant of 
any premises shall not be liable in of any arrears of any such rent 
or charge accrued before the commencement of his tenancy, unless he has 
agreed to be liable for thesame.’’ The corporation, two days after the — 
the liquidation petition, levied a distress on the debtor’s goods for a sum due 
to them for gas supplied to him. The creditors afterwards resolved on a 
liquidation by arrangement and appointed a trustee. Cave, J. held that 
the distress was valid as against the trustee, on the ground that 
the corporation were within the meaning of section 34 of the per 
Act, 1869, ‘‘ other persons to whom rent was due by the debtor. 
Court of Appeal (Baccatiay, Curron, and Linpiey, L.JJ.), affirmed the 
decision, on the ground that the effect of the special Act was to place the 
corporation in the position of a landlord and to entitle them to the same 
remedies, and that, consequently, they were in effect landlords within the 
meaning of section 34. Their lordships said that Ex parte Hill (L. RB. 6 
Ch. 63) was distinguishable, because in that case the corporation were 
not entitled to levy a distress until they had first obtained an order of 
justices authorizing them to do so. Both Corron and Linoiey, L.JJ,, 
expressed an opinion that money due for gas supplied is not in the nature 
of “‘rent,’”’ though it is called ‘‘ rent’ in some Acts of Parliament, and that 
the corporation were not ‘‘ other persons’’ within the meaning of section 
34. The court also held that the trustee was not an ‘incoming tenant.” 
—Counszet, A. 7. Lawrence, and Tyrrell Paine; Winslow, Q.O., and 2. 
ic Williams. Soxicrrozrs, Duignan, Smiles, § Co.; Sharpe, Parkers, 

0. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Satz or Bustwess—Rtont ro Soxrerr op Cusromiins.—In a case of 
Pearson v. Pearson, before the Court of Appeal on the 10th inst., a question 
arose as to the extent of the right of a veridor of a business to solicit after- 
wards his old customers. For some yeats the business of earthenware 
manufacture had been carried on by J. J. Pearson, father of the defendant 
James Pearson, under the firm of ‘‘ James Pearson.’’ After the death of 
J.J. Pearson, the business, under the same title, was carried on by the 
ete a og Pearson, who was his brother and trustee, and the 

it, who was entitled under his father’s will to a share of thé 











business, had been actively engaged in the man 


D 
between the uncle and nephew tigation, and ultimately 
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an arrangement was entered into for staying the action upon terms con- 
tained Zt agreement dated the 27th of March, 1884, which was 
embodied in an order of the court, -made by consent. By clause 1 of this 
agreement, the plaintiff agreed to pay to James Pearson £2,000 for the 

ase of his share and interest in the property and business, and, by 
Sess 2, James Pearson agreed to execute a conveyance of such estate 
and interest to the plaintiff, and to release all claims against the same, 
and Theophilus Pearson agreed to covenant to indemnify James Pearson 
against all existing liabilities in connection with the property and busi- 
ness; and it was provided (clause 3) that “nothing in this agreement 
shall be deemed to restrict or prevent James Pearson from carrying on 
and exercising the business of a potter and earthenware manufacturer, or 
any other business, at such place as he thinks fit and under the name of 
James Pearson.’”’ And by clause 4 it was provided that Theophilus Pearson 


should forthwith discontinue carrying on business under the name of: 
tery | Lunacy ror Payment.—In a case of In re 


James Pearson. James Pearson shortly afterwards commenced a "y 
business, and sent round a circular to the customers of the old firm in 
which he stated that he had been compelled, owing to disputes with the 
trustee under his father’s will, to withdraw from the business carried on 
for many years by his father, but that he did not hesitate ‘‘to solicit a 
continuance of the favours granted by you to the late firm, and hopes that 
the care and attention which have secured your support in the past may 
¢ontmue to be exerted on your behalf in the future.’”” The plaintiff 
then brought this action for specific performance of the agreement, and 
for an injunction restraining the defendant James Pearson from 
the circular, and from applying to any person, who was a cus- 
tomer of the old firm prior to the 27th of March, 1884, privately, by 
letter, or personally, or by a traveller or correspondent, asking such cus- 
tomer to continue to have dealings with him and not to deal with the 
plaintiff. Kay, J., granted the injunction, considering himself bound by 
the decision of Lord Romilly, M.R., in Labouchere v. Dawson (L.R. 13 Eq. 
$22), according to which, after a voluntary sale of the goodwill of a business, 
the vendor is not at liberty to solicit his old customers to give their custom 
to him in a new business of the same character carried on by him. The 
defendant = from the order, except so far as it applied to the 
circular. The court (Baccatiay, Corron, and Linpiey, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. Bacoautay, L.J., was of opinion that the goodwill of the 
business was included in what the plaintiff had to purchase and the 
defendant to sell. But then arose the question how far the generality 
of the first clause was modified by clause 3. If the matter rested on 
clause 1 alone, and if Labouchere v. Dawson was law, the plaintiff would 
be entitled to an injunction. His lordship had, in Walker v. Mottram 
L. R. 19 Ch. D. 366), expressed his doubts as to the correctness of 
here v. Dawson, and he did not think that it should be recognized as 
a binding authority. He was well aware that it had been followed on 
two or three occasions by judges of co-ordinate jurisdiction, but it 
had never been distinctly either followed or Soares in the Court of 
Appeal. The general law had been very distinctly enunciated by Lord 
Hatherley, when Vice-Chancellor, in Churton v. Douglas (Joh. 174), to the 
effect that a man who has sold the goodwill of his business is not thereby 
prevented from ing on business with the customers of the old firm, 
provided that he did not represent that his was the old business or that he 
was the successor in business of the old firm. In Leggott v. Barrett 
(L. R. 15 Ch. D. 306), the Court of Appeal, reversing a decision of Jessel, 
M.R., held that the injunction should not be extended to restrain actual 
dealing with customers of the old firm who chose to come to the defend- 
ant of their own free will, though any solicitation of their custom would 
be restrained. In Walker v. Mottram the matter again came before the 
Court of Appeal, and it was held that Labouchere v. Dawson could not be ex- 
tended to the case of compulsory alienation—e.g., when the assignees ef a 
bankrupt sold his business and will. Referring to what he said in 
Watker v. Mottram, and still holding the same view, his lordship did not 
think that Labouchere v. Dawson, which went beyond several of the previous 
decisions, was correctly decided. If the case rested on clause 1 only, he 
could not follow Labouchere v. Dawson, and should hold that there was no 
pend for restraining the defendant as in the second part of the order 
m which alone this appeal was brought. And, assuming that it was a 
sale of goodwill, clause 1 was materially modified by clause 8, which con- 
ferred on the defendant the right of carrying on business. ose | 
regard to this clause, the defendant had done nothing which woul 
justify the granting of the latter part ofthe injunction. But his lord- 
ship preferred to rest his decision on clause 1 only, giving full effect to 
his opinion that Labouchere v. Dawson was wrongly decided. Corron, 
L.J., was also of opinion that the decision in here v. Dawson was 
Wrong, having regard to the previous decisions of Lord Eldon. If a man, 
after selling his goodwill and business, might set up in the same business 
and say, without any deception, that he had been a member of the old firm, 
Was not this an invitation to customers of the old firm to come and deal 
with him? He could not see where the line was to be drawn. If the 
vendor might advertise publicly, why might he not solicit business from 
the old customers by private letters? Though he had thought it right to 
express his opinion as to Labouchere v. Dawson, he might add that clause 3 
showed what was in the mind of the ies when they entered into this 
contract, and he should say that the defendant, who was thereby author- 
iged to carry on his business at such place as he thought fit, had only 
adopted what was a fair mode of carrying on business. Linpiey, LJ, 
concurred in allowing the appeal. The agreement was not one between 
&n ordinary vendor and a purchaser, but an agreement entered into for 
the purpose of settling disputes which had arisen between the parties. 
The effect of clause 3 was that, although the defendant had transferred 
the goodwill of the business of the old firm to the plaintiff, he was to be 
just as free to carry on business in his own name as if he had not sold 
Anything. In his lordship’s opinion, Labouchere v. Dawson was rightly 
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principle still further, and had said that a man who had sold his business 


he qquet & Sane os: Se of the order as had been appealed 
from.—CounsEL, @ m Hastings, Q.C., and Wm. Baker; Robinson, 
yo and Mulligan. Soxicrrors, Burn’ ¢ Berridge; Smiles, Binyon, ¢ 
lard. 


Divorce — Atmmony —Atrenasriiry — Lunacy or Hussanp—Orpzr nr 
Robinsox,, before the Court of 
Lunacy on the 14th inst., the question arose whether alimony allowed by 
the Divorce Court to a married woman judicially separated from her 
husband is alienable. A wife had in 1861 obtained, after a —— an 
order for permanent alimony to the extent of £60 a year. 1865 the 
husband became a lunatic, and an order was made in lunacy for the pay- 
ment, out of the lunatic’s p’ , of the sum allowed as alimony. 
1883 the wife assigned A pet ~n y for a lump fod by th £200, and = 
assignee mortgaged it. was now presen’ e assignee 
his mortgages fo payment of the alimony to them instead of to the wife. 
The court (BaccatLay, Corron, and Livoxey, L.JJ.) refused the — 
tion. Baceatray, L.J., said that when a man was found lunatic the 
of Lunacy made an allowance for his wife and children in the nature of 
charity for their personal benefit. Perhaps the word a was too 
strong—the allowance was for the maintenance of the wife and children, 
and the reason for it no longer existed if the annuity was no longer re- 
quired for them. If it was alienated the object of the court could no 
longer be obtained, and the allowance ought not to be continued. As to 
alimony, the ecclesiastical court could vary, or diminish, or stop it, having 
regard to the position of the wife. If she came into p , and thers 
was no necessity for the allowance, it would be stopped ; also, if the 
wife’s conduct was not approved by the court, the covrt might dis- 
continue or reduce it. If it had been to answer the question 
whether alimony was alienable or not, he should have said An — not; but 
it was not necessary to decide the question, because it wo’ contrary 
to the practice in lunacy hitherto if the allowance which had been 
made for a wife were to be ordered to be paid to other persons. 
Corron, L.J., said that, in his view, the question was raised whether 
alimony was alienable or not. He did not think it was property within 
the Divorce Act, which provided that, on a judicial separation, a wife 
should bé considered a b= sole as to her property. But suppose it waa, 
and assume she was entitled to her a her separate use, still the 
nature of alimony was inconsistent with its being alienable. It might be 
compared to an officer’s half-pay, which was inalienable. The same 
rinciple was applicable to both. e half-pay was to enable an officer te 
ve so as to be ready at any time for service when called upon. Alimony 
was a sum, having to the means of husband and wife, which the 
court thought right to be paid for her maintenance from time to time, and 
the court might alter it from time to tame. Alimony was not in the nature 
of property, but simply an allowance to provide for the daily maintenance 
of the wife. How far a married woman could of arrears accrued 
due, or savings of her alimony, was a different matter. Here the question 
was whether she could deprive herself of it by anticipation, and his 
wus that it was not assignable. He did not differ from Baggallay, L.J., as 
to the practice in lunacy, but he a 9 the order in lunacy was only 
to carry out the order for alimony, did not put the assignee in any 
better position. Livpiey, L.J., was of the same opinion. The question 
whether alimony was alienable had never been decided, but there were 
cases which tended to show that it was not. The old ecclesiastical courts 
had not enforced arrears for more than one . It had been decided 
that alimony could not be laid hold of by tors as if it were separate 
estate, and that alimony was not an annuity in bankru) 4 
Alimony was a a in its proper sense. It was an allowance 
that of a husband to his wife, or of a father to his child.—Counsat, 
Oswald ; Malleson. Soxxcrtors, G. ¢ J. Vanderpump ; Wadeson $ Malleson, 





Marrrep Women’s Property Act, 1882, s. 5—Rerrosrrcrrve Errecr— 
Huszanp anp Wirs—Unrry or Psrson—Girr sy Wut To Huspanp 
anD Wires anp Txurrp gag a penal of Mander ot nee before = 
Court of A: on the nst., a question arose as e 
operation o fhe Married ‘Women’s Pro Act, 1882. A testatrix, by her 
will, executed in 1880, gave the residue of her real and te to 
M., and H. and E., his wife, to and for their own use and benefit abso- 
lutely. The testatrix died in A’ 1883, only of personal estate. 
H. and his wife were married in 1864. e Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, came into tion on the Ist of January, 1883. Chitty, J. 
held (L. R. 24 Ch. D. 222, 27 Soxrcrrozs’ Jounnat, 566) that, by the 
operation of the Act, the three legatees took as joint tenants in thirds, the 
wife taking one-third for her separate use. eS 

Bacoattay, Corron, and Lrpigr, L.JJ.) reversed this on. 

piEy, L.J., said that, the Act having come into between the 
execution of the will and the death of the testatrix, the question was what 
effect, if any, it had on the will. If the will had come into operation 
before the Ist of Jan , 1883, the residuary personal estate of the testatrix 


would have been divisible into meletion, eae M. weell Beso Sane 
moiety and H. an other moiety as person. 
clear ou the quihesiiies. It was contended that the Act had altered 
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law in this respect, and had the effect of giving the residuary legatees 
one-third share each. This was the view taken by Chitty, J. He came to 
the conclusion that, if the will had been made after the Act came into 
tion, that would have been the effect of the Act, and that it had the 
same effect, though the will was made before the Act came into operation, 
the testatrix having died afterwards. As to the effect of the Act on a will 
inade after it.came into operation, it was not necessary for their lordships 
to express any opinion, for they had to deal with a will made before it 
came into operation, and they confined their observations to a will so made. 
In applying the Act to wills made before it was passed, care must be taken 
not to e it operate retrospectively further than was unavoidable. 
There was no section in the Act, unless it was section 5, which required 
the court to construe a will made before the Act came into operation 
otherwise than it would have been construed if the Act had not been 
passed. Section 5 did not require this to be done, either in terms or by 
necessary implication. Section 5 provided for women married before the 
commencement of the Act, and by force of that section Mrs. H. was 
entitled to have and to hold and to dispose of in manner previously men- 
tioned in the Act—i.e., by deed or will—as her separate property, whatever 
accrued to her under the will. What did she acquire under the will? 
That depended on the proper construction of the will, and for the pur- 
poses of construction those rules which prevailed when the will was made, 
-and with reference to which the will might be fairly presumed to have 
been framed, must be observed. The reasoning of Lord Selborne, C., in 
Jones Vv. Ogle (L. R. 8 Ch. 195), on this point appeared to be unanswerable, 
and their lordships did not regard Hasiuck v. Pedley (L. R. 19 Eq. 271) as 
really inconsistent with this view. In that very case Jessel, M.R., said, 
‘The Act [the Apportionment Act] does not affect the meaning of the 
will; it only alters its legal operation.”” The construction was not altered, 
though the legal effect might be different, as was pointed out by Fry, J., 
in Constable v. Constable (L. R. 11 Ch. D. 681). In the present case, as 
regarded the share given to M., their lordships were unable to distinguish 
the construction of the will from its legal effect. The testatrix by her 
will; construed as it would have been when she made it, gave M. one- 
half of her residuary estate. Their lordships could find nothing in the Act 
to alter this construction, or to diminish the share given to him. Neither 
did it enlarge or diminish the share given to Mr. and Mrs. H. But the 
Act had a very important effect on her interest in that share. The moiety 
given to her and her husband was, in effect, given to her and him as joint 
tenants as if she were unmarried. Practically, therefore, M. would take 
one-half ; H. would take one-fourth, and Mrs. H. would take one-fourth 
for her separate use. This, their lordships thought, was the necessary 
consequence of section 5, but they could not construe it as having any 
other operation on this will. In this respect the decision of Chitty, J., 
was efroneous. Corron, L.J., was of the same opinion. He only wished 
to state more fully that the rule applicable to the case was a rule of con- 
ion, not a rule of law; it was a rule laid down with reference to the 
state of the law at the time when it wasestablished. It would be material 
to remember this when the effect of the Act upon a will executed after it 
came into tion had to be considered. Hire lordship wished the 
a of that effect to be left entirely open for consideration when it 
nef arise. Apparently the intention of the Act was not to alter 
the rights of any one except those of husband and wife inter se. How it 
would affect a case like the present, if the will had been executed after the 
Act came into operation, must be considered when the question arose. 
Bacoattay, L,J., entirely agreed in the judgment of Lindley, L.J., 
and he did not dissent from the observations of Cotton, L.J.—Counsz1, 
Ince, Q.0., and Bardswell ; Macnaghten, Q.O., and R. F. Norton. Soxrct- 
tors, Burton, Yeates, ¢ Hart ; F. FitzPayne. 





Regs suprcata—Insury ny ont Act To Property anp Person—RiGut To 
BRING SgparatE Action.—In the case of Brunsden v. Humphrey, in the 
Court of Appeal No. 1, on the 12th inst., the question was whether the 
plaintiff could maintain an action for injury caused to his person by the 
negligence of the defendant’s servant, of which injury the plaintiff was 
ignorant at the time when he had previously brought an action and re- 
covered sin respect of injury caused to his property by the same 
act of negligence. In 1881 the defendant’s servant negligently drove a 
van so that it came into collision with and injured the cab which the 
plaintiff was driving. Thereupon the plaintiff sued the defendant in the 
county court, and recovered damages for an injury to the cab. Subse- 
quently, in 1882, the plaintiff sued the defendant for compensation for 

injuries which he had sustained when the damage was caused to 

he cab, but of which he alleged he was ignorant at the time when he 
brought the action in the county court. Judgment was entered for the 
— for £350, but was set aside; and judgment was entered for the 
endant by Pollock, B., and Lopes, J., who were of opinion that damages 
for personal injury might have been recovered in the first action, and, 
therefore, the second action was barred (see report L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 712). 
The plaintiff appealed. The appeal was argued on the 5th of February, 
before Lord Coleridge, C.J., Brett, M.R., and Bowen, L.J., and judgment 
was reserved. On July 12 Brett, M.R., and Bowen, L.J., gave judgment 
allowing the appeal, Lord Coleridge, C.J., dissenting. Brerr, M.R., 
said the question was as to what was the cause of action, for, when there 
is but one cause of action, a plaintiff must, when he first brings his 
action, recover all damages to which he is entitled in respect of that 
cause of action. When that rule is applied to cases where the damage is 
not known at the time of the first action, but developes itself afterwards, 
the rule is a harsh one, which, if it was to be established for the first 
oa, weed not have his lordship’s concurrence. The rule was founded 
on maxim that it is for the benefit of the State that the litigation 
ef individuals should come to an end, a maxim which, the more it was 





looked at, the less true it became. In the cases of undeveloped injury, the 
maxim was not only untrue, but unjust. The cause of action in the first 
action was the ye F which caused appreciable damage to the 
plaintiff’s cab. In the old days of strict pleading, the plaintiff, if he 
relied upon that, could not have given evidence of injury to his person, 
The cause of action was in respect of a right of property. But, in the 
second action, the action was in respect of the aa 7d to the right which 
the plaintiff had to have his person unmolested. If no appreciable injury 
to the person had been caused, there would have been no cause of action, 
It was, therefore, clear that the cause of action was the negligent driving 
and the injury caused thereby to the plaintiff’s person. That was a 
distinct cause of action from the one in the first action, and, therefore, 
the plaintiff was entitled to succeed. Bowen, L.J., gave judgment to 
the same effect. Lord Corzrinezs, C.J., in dissenting, said that it appeared 
to him that, whether the negligence of the servant or the impact of the 
vehicle which the servant drove was the cause of action, equally the cause 
was one and the same; that the injury done to the plaintiff was injury 
done to him at one and the same moment by one and the same act, in 
respect of different rights, to his person and his goods, his lordship did 
not in the least deny ; but it seemed to him a subtlety not warranted b 
law to hold that a man cannot bring two actions if he is injured in h 
arm or in his leg, but can bring two if, besides his arm and leg bein, 
injured, his trousers, which contain his leg, and his coat-sleeve, which 
contains his arm, have been torn. The consequences of holding that were 
so serious, and might be very probably so oppressive, that his lordship at 
least felt bound respectfully to dissent from a judgment which established 
it.—CounseL, Waddy, Q.C., and Crispe ; Murphy, Q.C., and Hannen. 
Sourcrrors, Noon § Clarke ; Arkcoll § Cockell. 





Marrrep Woman—SeEpaRATE Property—REVERSIONARY INTERESTS—TuHE 
Marrrep Women’s Properry Act, 1882, s. 5—Matins’ Acr (20 & 21 Vict. 
c. 57).—In the case of Baynton v. Collins, before Ohitty, J., on the 12th inst., 
the tenant for life of a fund in court, having died, a petition for payment 
out was presented by those entitled in remainder, two of whom were married 
women, married before the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, and at 
the date of the Act entitled to share in the fund on the death of the 
tenant for life, and the question arose whether such married women were 
entitled to have their shares paid out on their separate receipt by virtue of 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, s. 5, which provides that every 
woman married before the commencement of the Act shall be entitled to 
have and to hold, and to dispose of as her separate property, all real and 
personal property, her title to which, whether vested or contingent, 
and whether in possession, reversion, or remainder, shall accrue after the 
commencement of the Act. Currry, J., said thatif the section meant 
only to refer to cases of title accruing subsequently to the date of the Act, 
he failed to see why the words ‘‘ whether vested or contingent and whether 
in possession, reversion, or remainder,’’ should all have been used. There 
were five kinds of title mentioned, and if any of them accrued after the date 
of the Act it came within the section. The fair meaning to be attributed 
to the words, ‘the title to which shall accrue due after the commence- 
ment of the Act’? when referring to a title in reversion or remainder, was 
‘*accrue due in possession.”” He held that the title which was in 
reversion or remainder at the commencement of the Act, and which had 
since come into possession, was within the Act. A further effect of the 
section, and probably one of its objects, was to enable married women to 
deal with their reversionary interests without the aid of Malins’ Act. 
The married women were entitled to receive their shares of the fund in 
court on their separate receipt.—Counset, Whitehorne, Q.C., and P. A. 
Kingdon. Sousctrors, Bridges, Sawtell, Heywood, Ram, § Dibdin. 





Ramway Companres Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 127, s. 4)—Appornt- 
MENT OF SECRETARY AND Directors or Raruway Company As REcErvER AND 
ManacErs—Payment or Sarary.—In the case of In re The Cambrian Rail- 
way Company, before Currry, J., on the 12th inst., a petition having been 
presented by the National Provincial Banking Company, unsatisfied judg- 
ment creditors of the railway company, for £20,000, an order was e 
with the consent of the company, and, there being no other creditors, 
except holders of stock and preferential charges, appointing the secretary 
of the railway company as receiver without salary and security, and the 
directors as managers without salary, with directions that such receiver 
pay directors’ and secretary’s fees and remuneration as outgoings until 
further orders, with liberty to any person interested to apply as to security 
or salary. In re Manchester and Milford Railway Company, Ex parte Cam- 
brian Railway Company (L. R. 14 Ch. D. 645), was referred to.—Covunstt, 
P. Beale; Sir Arthur Watson. Soxtorrors, Le Brasseur ¢ Oakley, for 
C. H. Corfield, Oswestry ; Wilde, Berger, § Moore. 





Lrutrep Company—Pertirion ror Repuction oF Caprrat—AFFIDAVIT IN 
Suprort or Petirion.—In the case of In re The Mains Manufacturing Com- 
pany (Limited), a petition for confirmation by the court of resolutions of 
the company for reduction of capital by writing off losses and expenditure, 
it a that the sole evidence in support of the petition was an 
affidavit by the chairman of the company in mere verification of the state- 
ments in the petition, following the practice under General Orders, Nov., 
1862, r. 4, with respect to statutory affidavit supporting a winding-up 
petition. Curry, J., said that the affidavit was sufficient.—Counsst, 
W. B. Heath. Sorscrrons, Philps, Sidgwick, ¢ Biddle. 





Pracrics—Paxment ixto Covurt—Apmrsstons.—In the case of Hampden 
v. Wallis, before Chitty, J., on the 14th inst., a motion was made for ai 
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order directing the defendant, C. W. Wallis, to pay into court sums received 
by him as trustee of a marriage settlement. It appeared that the action 
was one brought by the cestuis que trustent against the defendant as sole 
trustee of the settlement for an account, and that the defendant, before 
the institution of the writ, being pressed by letter to account for 
the trust moneys, had written in reply letters, which were deemed 
by the court to be tantamount to admissions by the defendant of 

having received the sums to be accounted for. Another admission 
relied upon by the plaintiffs was the recital of transfer contained in the 
deed of settlement executed by the defendant. And there was an affidavit 
showing that he had accepted the trust. The defendant had been ordered 
to deliver accounts, and, having failed, an order for his attachment for 
disobedience had been obtained, but he had evaded arrest. He had also 
failed to comply with an order of ion, and his defence had been 
struck out. unsel for the defendant submitted that the letters having 
been written before action brought were not sufficient as ons to 
support an order for payment into court, and that any such admissions 
must be admissions in the proceedings. Currry, J., said that no doubt 
the old practice was that, unless the admission of having received the 
thoney was contained in the answer, no order to pay it into court would be 
made. The old practice, however, had been modified. In the case of 
Dunn v. Campbell (Jessel, M.R., Jan., 1879), being a case of a partnership 
action, it a that Campbell before action brought (the partnership 
then already being in dissolution) had delivered accounts showing a large 
balance in his own favour. Jessel, M.R., upon motion made for payment 
into court of the balance, looked at the accounts, and, rejecting various 
items, held that the balance was —— Campbell, and made an order 
for payment into court of the deficit, holding that it was no longer 
necessary that the admissions should be found in the pleadings or affidavits, 
but that it was quite sufficient that olusiediowe could be 
found. An appeal was lodged, but was never heard. That 
decision must be said to be binding. Moreover, in Freeman v. Cox (26 
W. R. 689, L. R. 8 Ch. D. 196), it was held that an affidavit to the 
effect that the defendant had received the money, if uncontradicted by 
the defendant, was a sufficient foundation for an order. In the present 
case there had also been an order for accounts, which brought it 
within the principle of the decision of the Appeal Court in London 
Syndicate v. Lord (26 W. R. 427, L. R. 8 Ch. D. 84), which proceeded on 
the ground that, after a decree, the rule always was that it was sufficient 
if there was a probability amounting to a reasonable certainty of not less 
than a certain amount being due. No distinction could be drawn between a 
decree for an account and an order for account made before decree or 
judgment, and it was therefore sufficient if the court thought that 
there was strong probability of a balance being found due from the 
defendant. Finally, as the defendant’s defence had been struck out, 
the allegations in the statement of claim as to the defendants being 
accountable for the money must be taken to be uncontradicted, and, 
therefore, as admitted. The order asked for would be made.—Covnsz1, 
Whitehorne, Q.C., and Tremilett ; Oswald. Souicrrors, Eardley, Holt, § 
Richardson; Eldred § Bignold. 


Marrrep Woman—Etection—Restraist—Anticipation.—In the case 
of H. Wheatley, deceased, and M. Wheatley, deceased ,Smith v. Spence, before 
Chitty, J., on the 14th inst., the question arose whether a married 
woman, entitled under a will to certain property for life, with restraint 
upon anticipation, could be put to her election. It appeared that the 
testatrix, Maria Wheatley, being donee of EP eet of appointment 
amongst the children of J. Wheatley, by her and codicils exercised 
such power in favour of persons objects of the power, and also in favour 
of persons not objects of the power; and gave to two of the appointed 
children, who were married women, in property of her wn, for life, 
without restraint on anticipation. Currry, J., said that, to noid that the 
appointees should elect would be inconsistent with the will itself. The 
case was distinguishable from that of Willoughby v. Middleton (10 W. R. 
460, 2 J. & H. 344), because the restraint on anticipation was here im- 
posed by the same instrument as that which gave rise to the question of 
election. Moreover, the question seemed to have been determined against 
any election in Smith v. Lucas (830 W. R. 461, L. RB. 18 Ch. D, 354), which 
case again appeared to have been affitmed in Cahill v. Cahill (31 W. R. 
861, p. 862, L. R. 8 App. Cas. 420, p. 427). The married women, there- 
fore, could not, as regards their life interests, with restraint on anticipa- 
tion, be put to their election.—Counset, Romer, Q.C., and Medd; 
Macnaghten, Q.0., and W.G. Robinson ; Ince, Q.C.; P. H. Lawrence and 
Brinton. Soxrcrrons, Maples ¢ Teesdale, for Lietch, Dodd, § Bramwell, 
North Shields; 8. W. Johnson & Son, for H. A, Adamson, North Shields ; 
Redpath § Holdsworth ; Chester, Mayhew, Broome, & Griffiths. 





Trustes Act, 1850, s. 10— Pzrson “‘setseD somrTiy’’— Trust 

STATE VESTED IN Co-paRnceNnERs.—In a case of In re Greenwood’s Trusts, 
before Pearson, J., on the 14th inst., a question arose upon the construc- 
tion of section 10 of the Trustee Act, 1850, which p es that ‘* when 
any person or persons shall be seised or possessed of any lands jointly with 
& person out of the jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery, or who 
cannot be found, it shall be lawful for the said court to make an order 
vesting the lands in the person or persons so jointly seised or a 
or in such last-mentiomed person or persons, together with any other person 
or persons, in such tanner and for such estate as the court shall 
direct.”” A sole trustee of copyhold lands had died intestate as to trust 


_estates, leaving two co-heiresees according to the custom of the manor of | costs, 


Which the lands were held. One of the co-heiresses was dead, leaving a 





enstomary heir who was permanently resident in Australia, The cestuis que | 


trustent petitioned for the appointment of new trustees and for a 
order, and the question was whether the surviving co-heiress and 

of the deceased co-heiress were “‘ seised jointly’’ of the land within 
meaning of section 10. The question was discussed whether co- 
are jointly seised, or whether each is solely seised. But Pzanrson, 


tHE 


held that the words ‘‘seised jointly” in section 10 are not used in the 
strict sense of a | joint tenancy, but in the widest le sense, and 
that they would ude the case of co-parceners, Ww: their seizin 
was strictly jomtt or sole. He accordingly made the order asked for.— 


Covunsen, Carson. Sortcrrors, Paines, Layton, §¢ Pollock. 


Soricrron—MusaPPRoPRIATION oF Securrrres—ImPrisonMENT—RELEAS 
From Ovstopy — Desrors Act, 1869.— In a case of In re Parnell, 
before Pearson, J., on the 11th inst., an application was made to the 
court for the release from custody of a solicitor, who had been committed 
oro in June for non-payment of the value of some securities which 
had been placed in his hands by the trustees of a settlement, and which 
he had misappropriated. The ication was made on the ground that 
the prisoner had no means of paying the moncy, and it was admitted by 
the counsel for the trustees that there was no possibility of obtaining any 
money by keeping the debtor in prison. Pzarson, J., said that he had 
no power, sitting in the ery’ ivision, to inflict punishment on the 
debtor. The Legislature had ént for 


ought fit to abolish imprisonm 
debt. If by keeping the debtor in prison restitution of the money might 
be obtained, or if he were concealing the place where the money was 
deposited, his lordship would certainly not order his release, but, it g 
admitted that no es would result to the trustees by his being ag end 
longer in prison, he must be released.—CovunseL, Oswald ; C. H. ner. 
Soricrrors, EF. W. Peto; W. E. Ruddle. 





Inrant—Necessarres—Evipence THAT Inranr was SvuprrLizD WITH 
Smatar Arricires.—In the case of Baines ¢ Co. v. Toye, which came before 
a divisional court (Fretp, Manisty, and Lorgs, JJ.) on the 3rd imst., a 
motion was made on behalf of the defendant for a new trial, on 
ground of misdirection and improper rejection of evidence. 
plaintiffs were tailors, and the action was brought to recover £22 18s, 
the price of certain articles of clothing lied 
ant. The defendant pleaded infancy, and the p 
alleged that the articles supp ied were “necessaries.” The action was 
tried before A. L. Smith, J., and a jury, when it was proved that the 
defendant was an infant at the time the articles were supplied to him. 
Evidence was offered on the part of the defendant to show that at th 
time & — in a were a by, and supplied to, i 
was sufficiently su with articles a similar description 
fact was not communicated to the plaintiffs. ‘The judge refused to all 
this evidence to go to the in, as it was not ; 
plaintiffs knew of it, and left the case to the jury 
“Were the goods necessaries? You are not to take into consideration 
the amount of clothes the defendant had at the time, as this was not 
communicated to the plaintiffs.” The ja found a verdict for the 
plaintiffs. In rejecting this evidence the judge acted on the authority of 
Ryder v. Wombwell (16 W. R. 515, L. R. 3 Ex. 90), in the Court of Ex- 
chequer, where the court held well, B., dissen ) that such 
evidence was properly rejected. tt case was carried to the Exchequer 
Chamber (17 W. R. ii, L. R. 4 Ex. 32), where the decision went yo 
another ground, and so it was unn to decide this question ; 
the court said that the question was one of some nicety, the author- 
ities were not uniform, and that ‘‘if ever the point again arises, the 
court before which it comes must determine it on the balance of authority 
and on principle, without being f by @ decision of this court. 
The question, then, being got ~ by the Court of Exchequer 
Chamber in the case last cited, the onal Court in the present case 
refused to follow the decision of the Court of Exchequer in Ryder v. 
Wombwell, and held, upon the authority of Bainbridge v. Pickering (2 
W. Bl. 1325), Brayshaw v. Eaton (7 Scott, 183), and Foster v. ry 
(L. R. 4 Ex. 35n), that the evidence ought to have been left to the x 
notwithstanding that the plaintiffs were unaware of the fact at the time, 
and that it was for the jury to take this evidence into consideration in 
determining whether the clothes mgs by the plaintiffs were “‘ neces- 
saries”” or not.—Counsgt, 7. J. Bullen; W. F. A. Archibald, Soxxcrrors, 
T. R. Watson ; J. Lake Blaxland. 





. SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Hicu Court oF JusTicE.—QUEEN’s BEencu Drvision. 
(Before HuDDLEsTON, B., and Hawxrys, J.) 
July 14.—Jn the Matter of Henry Holland, a Solicitor. 


This was an application to strike a solicitor off the roll under these cir- 
cumstances. He had been employed by a client to recover a debt, for 
which, on the 10th of June, 1881, he recovered judgment; and by instal- 
ments he received, between the 2nd of September, 1881, and the Ist of 
May, 1882, the sum of £42 15s. 4d. The client applied to him for money, 
and he said that “‘ he could get no money” from the debtor, nor did 
client discover until the 3rd of A’ 1883, that it had been received. 
- ted applications were made effect, the solicitor claiming his 
and not having for some time sent in his bill, but which was 
about £15 still due to the client. Under these cir- 
the court, and applicant, in his 


| 


taxed at £26, lea 
cumstances the application was made to 








676 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





July 19, 1884: 








affidavit, had stated that when before July, 1882, he applied to the solici- 
tor for an account he admittei having received the money, and it also 
ners that the solicitor had given a cheque for part of the money (£10), 

ough it had not been paid. The matter, however, having been referred 
to the master for inquiry, he had reported against the solicitor. The 
matter now came before the court. 

Morton Daniel appeared for the applicant. 

Candy appeared for the solicitor, urging that the cheque and the 
affidavit of the applicant showed that the solicitor had not denied the 
receipt of the money, the only serious matter charged against him. 

The Court, after a great deal of consideration, came to the conclusion 
that, though’ the conduct of the solicitor had been very reprehensible, 
yet that justice would be sufficiently vindicated by suspending the solici- 
tor for a year, throwing all the costs upon him, and ordering him at once 
to pay the money—observing, however, that this was a very lenient course. 

Ti 


— Times. 
[An appeal from the above decision is pending. } 





COUNTY COURTS. 
MANCHESTER. 
(Before Mr. J. A. RussEnt, Q.C., Judge). 
July 5.—Manchester Commercial Building Company (Limited) v. Dibb. 


This was an action against Mr. C. J. Dibb, the official receiver in bank- 
owe me the Manchester and Salford district, for an alleged illegal 
emoval. 

8. Taylor was counsel for the plaintiffs, and Dr. Pankhurst for the 

defendant. 

Taylor said that, on the 9th of February, there was an adjudication and 
receiving order made in the matter of a Mr. Maclean, who at that time 
was a tenant of the plaintiffs, of some offices in Cross-street, Manchester. 
There was due at the December quarter £25 for rent, and by the 
agreement of the tenancy, the plaintiffs had power to demand a quarter's 
rent in advance. Mr. Dibb, as official receiver, became lessee of the 
premises, and on the 7th of February, at a meeting between Mr. Dibb, 
the debtor, Mr. Jones, solicitor, and another gentleman, named Mr. 
Handley, the question of the rent was gone into, Mr. Dibb being then 
informed that the December quarter’s rent was due, and that a further 
quarter’s rent might become due upon demand. Mr. Dibb took posses- 
sion of the premises, and subsequently ordered the removal of a quantity 
of furniture, with the object, as was alleged, of preventing a distress. In 
doing this it was contended that he had acted illegally, and the present 
action was therefore instituted. Indefence, Mr. Dibb stated that prior 
to the removal of the furniture he never understood that any rent 
was actually owing. He was only informed that the rent was owing on 
the private house of the debtor, which he immediately paid. Had he 
known that rent was actually due for the offices, he either would have allowed 
the furniture to remain, or paid what was owing. His object in removing 
the goods was to try the question whether the landlord had power to 
distrain for rent which it was said could be claimed in advance. The 
furniture was not sold, nor had hehad any intention of selling it. 

His Honovr said that he had no hesitation in saying that at the time 
the removal took place Mr. Dibb did not know, nor had he present in his 
mind, the fact that rent was actually due. The removal, his Honour 
believed, was for the purpose of testing whether the landlord could claim 
for rent demanded in advance; it was not a fraudulent removal, and the 
action would therefore be dismissed. 

Verdict accordingly. 








COSTS UNDER THE NEW BANKRUPTCY 
ACT. 


Ws learn from a report in a country paper that on Saturday the judge of 
the Derbyshire County Court referred to an unfortunate oer te toa 
nection with the new Bankruptcy Act. He said he did not wish to say a 
word the Act, as it seemed a most business-like law, and likely to 
get of the crying evils under the old system. But the payments 
allowed to solicitors were of the lowest possible scale; in ordinary cases 
not being sufficient to even pay solicitors’ clerks for the services they had 
to render. The consequence was that solicitors were unwilling to under- 
take bankruptcy business, and both debtors and courts were deprived of 
the valuable assistance which the legal profession could give. e costs 
were goes ges J divided, for auctioneers, who merely had to dispose of 
[scl a chattels, received a liberal allowance, while members of a 

profession, who had to study a matter carefully before any steps 
were taken, were inadequately remunerated. The attention of the Board 
of Trade could — have been called to this matter, and it was a great 
pity that a law which was admirably drawn, and which in its main pro- 
visions was well calculated to prevent fraudulent bankruptcies and to 
— creditors, should have an influential body like solicitors hostile 








The Lord Chancellor on the 11th inst. introduced a Bill into the House 
of Lords to reverse the law as to building societies laid down in the recent 
decision of the House of Lords in Municipal Permanent Investment Build~ 
ing Society v. Kent, on which we commented ante, p- 574. 





SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Annvat Mezertine. 


The annual general meeting of the In 


rated Law Society was held 
at the society’s hall, Chancery-lans, on 


y, the 11th inst., the presi. 


dent, Mr. E. J. Bristow, taking the chair. There wasa good attendance . 


of members. 
Exzecrion or Mempers or THE Covuncit. 


The Present said that the number of ordinary members of the 
council was forty, and of that number, by an unwritten law, they had 
been accustomed to have ten members elected from solicitors in the country, 
In addition to the a ey members there were also ten extraordi. 
nary membersselected from amongst the presidents of the various country law 
societies, 8) that the country members were represented by twenty out of 
the fifty on the council. Ever since 1871 or 1872, when the new order of 
things came into force, it had been usual, whenever a country vacancy 
occurred, to fill it up with a country member in order to preserve the 
proper proportion. It was found that it was very important to preserve 
this proportion, because the council constantly had before them questions 
whic ected the country practitioners, and as to which the country mem- 
bers of the council could give information and assistance, and to those 
members the society were very much indebted. The members of the 
society would have to-day to fill up ten vacancies occasioned by the retire- 
ment in rotation of ten ordinary members of the council, and to fill up 
one country vacancy occasioned by the death of the late Mr. Eaden, of 
Cambridge. It had always been considered a great honour, as it was a 

t responsibility, to act as a member of the council. It was therefore 
that the ten gentlemen who had to retire by rotation in accordance with 
the charter and bye-laws offered themselves for re-election. These gentle- 
men had served on the council for a considerable time, they had made 
themselves thoroughly acquainted with the business of the council, and he 
believed they had secured for themselves that respect and esteem which he 
hoped they only shared in common with all the rest of the council. He 
was a little sorry to find from a document which had been put. into his 
hands just now that there was one member of the society who had thought 
it right to speak of ‘‘ the oppressive rule of the council,”’ of the council's 
acts of injustice towards the members, of ‘‘its grave neglects, misdoings, 
injustice, obstinacy, and tyranny as a corporate body.’’ He (the presi- 
dent) would like to ask the members of the society whether they thought 
the council were deserving of these epithets. [Mr. J. R. Macanruvr: 
Every one of them, Sir.] He would hke to take this document of Mr. 
Macarthur’s in one hand and to take in the other the notices they had re- 
ceived of the nomination of members of the council, and to ask whether 
this was nota perfect answer to the charges which had been brought 
against them by Mr. Macarthur. It was clear to his mind that the mem- 
bers of the society generally did not distrust the council whom they had 
chosen. They did not distrust the ten gentlemen coming up for re- 
election to-day, and they did not propose to nominate ten gentlemen to 
take their placcs. The only gentleman who had been nominated in 
addition was Mr. Macarthur, and he had been nominated by two gentle- 
men whom —if he (the president) might borrow the expression used by 
Mr. Macarthur in his pamphlet—he might be permitted to term his hench- 
men. It was Mr. Macarthur’s expression and not his. He hoped he 
should say nothing discourteous to Mr. Macarthur, but he had felt some- 
what grieved, and he thought the council also had ne pay ona this feeling, 
that a member of the society sbould have issued such a document as that 
which had been published by Mr. Macarthur, and.that such a document 
should have been circulated amongst the members by a gentleman who 
professed to have the interest of the society at heart. The decision to-day 
must of course rest entirely with the members of the society whether they 
sent. Mr. Macarthur to sit at the council table or not. If they should do 
so he promised Mr. Macarthur certainly a courteous reception, and such 
an amount of hard work as should make him so change his opinions 
about them that he had very little doubt that if next year they d to 
have something like a little praise instead of all this abuse they might 
safely leave the preparation of a complimentary paragraph to the facile 
pen and altered impressions of the latest member of their council. 

The names of the candidates for the vacancies on the council were then 
formally and seconded as follows:—* Mr. Henry Skrine Law 
Hussey ; . Benjamin Greene Lake; Mr. Henry Wing; * Mr. Barnard 
Platts Broomhead; * Mr. John Moxon Ciabon; Mr. Henry Holland 
Burne; Mr. Charles aw =a ; * Mr. Frederick Halsey Janson ; 
* Mr. William Alfred Jevons; * Mr. Henry Markby; * Mr. Lewis Fry, 
M.P.; * Mr. Thomas Marshall; Mr. James Robert Macarthur; * 
Frederic Parker Morrell. The candidates whose names are marked thus 
(*) go out of office by rotation. 

Mr Metvri.t Green asked whether the country candidates were put up 
in tion to each other, and was there any desire to replace Mr. Fry, 
of i 1, Mr. Marshall, of Leeds, or Mr. Broomhead, of Sheffield. 

The Presrpent said there were fourteen candidates for eleven vacancies, 
and of course the highest numbers would be returned as members. As 
the number of tes was greater than the number of vacancies & 
poll would be necessary, and he aajovened the meeting for the pogo of 
receiving the report of the scrutineers until August 6. The following 

entlemen were appointed as scrutineers:—Mr. Harting, Mr. Wilmer, 
. Rance, Mr. O. , and Mr, " 

Mr. Cornelius Thomas Saunders, of Birmingham, and Mr. Henry 

Roscoe, of 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, were next elected president and vice- 
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ident of the society for the ensuing year, and Mr. Ernest Edward 
ea Mr. Theodore Thorowgood, and Mr. Joseph Henry Schroder were 
appointed auditors. 

Tue Accounts. 


The Prestpent moved the adoption of the account of receipts and dis- 
bursements for the year ending 3lst December, 1883, which had been 
printed and circulated amongst the members, remarking, with regard to 
one item, “‘ Arrears of subscriptions of members, £126,” that this was 
simply an estimated amount, as some of the members died, and from 
others the society were unable to obtain their arrears. He was glad to be 
able to state that on the whole the accounts were satisfactory. It was 
satisfactory because, despite a constant tendency towards increased ex- 

diture in all matters connected with the educational part of their 
saties, they had nevertheless been able, not only to hold their way this 
year, but to pay off a large amount of expenses, and further to have in 
prospect such an income during the coming half-year as would enable 
them to make a substantial reduction in the mortgage debt. Several 
uestions had been sent to the council with regard to the accounts by Mr. 
hillimore and Mr. Macarthur. Mr. Phillimore had most courteously 
and properly sent them a full statement of the matters upon which he 
desired information, and he had made one or two suggestions as to altera- 
tions which would be considered in the future. It was impossible to 
avoid including a number of details in some of the items which could not 
be fully set out, but the acvounts were always open to the inspection of 
the members, and they would be most happy to answer any inquiries with 
reference to them. But it was impossible that they could expand their 
— statement to any very great extent without running the risk of 
ming obscure from the very multitude and largeness of the informa- 
tion they would be supplying. Information had been asked for with 
regard to the following item in the disbursements :—‘‘ Architect for pre- 
cone plans for proposed new buildings, £578 15s. 7d.;’’ and also the 
llowing :—‘‘ Fees for negotiating purchase of tenant’s interest in Nos. 
100, 101, and 102, Chancery-lane, £52 10s.’’ The first item had also been 
criticised by Mr. C. Ford, who had written to the secretary asking for in- 
formation. He had been informed that the late Mr. Somers Clark was 
the architect referred to, and that the proposed buildings were to have 
been erected on the site of the three houses adjoining the building which 
belonged to the society, but were now in the occupation of tenants, but 
the proposal had been abandoned for the present on account of the 
negotiations falling through. The new buildings would have afforded 
greatly increased accommodation to the members. With regard to the 
second, the council found, although they had engaged a very able man to 
negotiate for them with regard to purchasing the tenant’s interest 
referred to, that there were such difficulties in the way, and the 
price ay ew was such, that for the moment they were obliged to 
abandon the intention of acquiring them. This work had been done in 
1881, and the gentleman mtrusted with it had since died ; his executors 
had sent in the account, and it thus appeared in the present statement. 

Mr. Macartuur asked whether two-thirds of the new buildings for 
_* plans had been piepared were not wanted for the purposes of the 

a 

The Presipent replied that whereas by the new plans the council took 
away the strangers’ room and a portion of the premises of the existing 
club, a small part of the new premises was to be given to them in return. 
The accommodation they were to receive was much less than that which was 
to be given up. A question had also been asked with regard to the item, 
“On account of Contract for new Lavatory, £500,” and in reference to 
this those members who had seen the new lavatory would doubtless be 
satisfied with the excellent arrangement which had been made. Mr. 
Phillimore had asked whether this was the whole amount due, and in 
reply he might state that they had to make a further payment of £250, 
which would be done during the present year. He then asked for what 
Erpece it was proposed to enter into the contract for the new buildings. 

ere had been no contract for new buildings at all, but the intention 
was to have given increased accommodation to the members, and the ac- 
commodation to be given had been set out in the secretary’s letter to Mr. 
Ford. Then Mr. Phi!!imore had asked a question with regard to the 
item, ‘‘ Painting and Cleaning Buildings and Plumbers’ Work, &c., 
£333 153. 9d." He was one of the tlemen who was always very 
watchful over the interests of the club, and he had asked whether the 
council had been expending avy portion of that money upon the club 
rooms, and they had replied that they had not. There was another item, 

Furniture and Fixtures, £344 0s. 8d.,’"? and Mr. Phillimore had 
objected that that looked a large sum. But the members knew that 
theirs were very large premises, and there was a great deal of furniture in 
them, and this was absolutely the sum which had been expended in 
renewal of furniture and renewal of fixtures. Then came the item, 

House tpenses :—Gas, £404 14s.; Coals and Wood, £79 3s.; Ser- 
vants’ Liveries, £127; Sundry Bills, £423 0s. 6d.; total, £1,033 17s. 6d.” 
Mr. Phillimore said this was a large sum, and asked what it was for. It 
included all sorts of payments, and he (the president) would give them 
tome of them. They paid £100 a year for cleaning the windows and 
furniture ; £40 for medical attendance on servants; £20 for cleaning the 
several flues ; and nearly £40 for washing the members’ towels in the new 
lavatory. Then there was the item, ‘‘ Voluntary Subscriptions, 
£59 17s.,” and Mr. Phillimore asked a question with regard to these. 
They were subscriptions to the hospital and dispensary of the district in 
Which the hall was situated. He was sure Mr. Phillimore would not find 
fault with that. ‘Then came the item, “Examination, Registration, 

, and Law Class Expenses, including £2,964 0s. 11d. Fees paid to 
and Lecturers, and £1,191 16s. 7d. Costs of Purchase of and 
of Circulating Rules of Court, &c., and Stationery Expenses 





connected with Examinations and Registrars’ £5,931 8s, 9d.,"" 
and Mr. Phillimore had made a note in the statement he had sent to the 
council that these ought to be ge pry If the members would 
turn to the accounts for 1883 they find that this year the informa- 
tion had been very much extended by giving nearly all the large items 
referred to in it. For instance, they had put down that the cost of the 
examination and other expenses was £2,964 03. 11d., and had given other 
details which, put together, made £4,155 17s. 6d. out of the £5,931 8s. 9d. 
The remainder was made up of a number of petty disbursements and 
expenses, which he was sure it would not be table for him to attempt 
to go into; but, of course, any gentleman who wished to see the 

in detail could always do so. Then there was an item, ‘Information 
from Offices, Postages and Sundnis, including Expenses at the Annual 
Provincial Meeting at Bath, and £525 for Portrait of Sir Thomas Paine, 
£1,182 2s. 8d.’’ is item included upwards of £400 for the society’s 
petty disbursements, in which the expenses of the annual 

meeting at Bath appeared for upwards of £100. The £525 for the por- 
trait of Sir Thomas Paine was an expense which he was sure was most 
willingly undertaken with the sanction of the members, not ‘only because 
it perpetuated the remembrance of an exceedingly able and most genial 
pain, not only because it commemorated a very event in their 
egal annals, but partly also to record the ing circumstance, 
gratifying to all of them as solicit ly, on an occasion of the 
distribution of honours the society had shared equally with the 
sentatives of the bar and the inns of court. He had never heard 

any member had regarded that expense as objectionable. Mr. 

had further asked a question as to the costs received from offending 
solicitors. If they would turn to one of the pages of the — they 
would find the following paragraph:—‘‘The council have pro- 
ceedings before the trates in several cases of unqualified persons 
practising as solicitors; two after apology have been ordered to pay the 
costs of the proceedings against them, and in many others the penalties 
incurred have been imposed.”” These costs really ap in the item 
‘* Law and Parliamentary Expenses,’’ and credit had taken for the 
various amounts—not very t—which had been received in this 
respect. Some objection had taken to this way of putting it in the 
account, and the council would endeavour to see whether next year they 
could not meet the objection. And now there were some other — 
whick. had been taken by Mr. Macarthur to the accounts; but although 
he might be very proficient in literary composition, he (the president) was 
afraid he should have to show that he was not much of an accountant. 
Mr. Macarthur had taken the statement and account of assets in the 
account of 1882 relating to the arrears of subscriptions, which, as he 
(the president) had stated before, was necessarily a matter of esti- 
mate. He had then subtracted from this estimate the amount actually 
realized and carried into the balanced account of receipts for the = 
1883, and that showed a difference between the estimated amount of 
and the actual realized figures of 1883 of £51. Then, says Mr. Macarthur, 
“This £51 is clearly a matter which ought to have appeared in the 
account.”” It had dropped out of the accounts, and, as Mr. Macarthur 
said, it opened the door to all sorts of peculations if they were to allow 
sums of £50 to drop out of the annual accounts without giving any ex- 
planation. It appeared to him (the president) that Mr. Macarthur had 
forgotten the distinction to be drawn between mere estimated amounts 
and actual realized figures, and that really was the mistake into which he 
had fallen. It was clear that there was no £51, and the answer the 
council had given him was that the £51 represented unpaid subscri 

of members who had, since the year 1882, n ascertained to have or 
left the country, or who had been excluded from the society. It did not 
affect the actual cash which reached the society, which always found its 
way into its right place in the account of receipts and disbursements. The 
next allegation of Mr. Macarthur he was obliged to go into, because Mr. 
Macarthur had printed it and circulated it, and they had all their 
twopences and got it. Therefore he must refer to it. Mr. Macarthur 
said their accounts were in a worse position than they were last P neg: 
because the balance of liabilities and assets was more now than 2 
but he thought they would find that this mcrease of liabilities was rather 
apparent than real. Now, if Mr. Macarthur had fairly dealt with ther 
account of 1883, he would have found upon the disbursement side a great 
number of items which ht fairly account for the diminution in the 
balance at the bankers, and in various ways, such as their valuable assets, 
not in the shape of cash, but which nevertheless ought, in all fairness, to 
be treated as assets. For instance, yet gs prepared for the new build- 
ings cost £578 15s. 7d. The society had these and they were an 
valuable whenever they were able to obtain the tenants’ interest in the 
adjoining houses and go on building. Another asset was the £500 for 





the new lavatory. Surely the building was improved to the extent of 
that £500, and they had the asset. Then there was the t of Sir 
Thos. Paine. Was not that an asset? If they took those = 


figures they at once got rid of all the balance against them which 
acarthur had been —— about. But they should recollect that their 
account was improved by—he could not call it exactly an asset, 
but they cl the account of 1882 and began 1883 with i 
unascertained, but, nevertheless, a large sum owing as costs to the solicitors 
who represented the society against the law stationers in the recent 
action, and some of the stationers’ costs also. What had the council 
done? They had paid back nearly £2,000 this year.- That was clearly an 
improvement in the position of the society, although he would not 
oo it as being an asset. Well, the last serious item in Mr. Macarthur’s 
arge was that relating to the amount which had been received by the 
council for articled clerks’ subscriptions, final examination fees, 
certificates, and so on, amounting to £14,877. And then he = 
ing the item of the society’s account, that they paid out for 
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and other matters detailed there £5,931, leaving a splendid balance of 
£8,946. Then Mr. Macarthur very emphatically asked the council what 
they had done with all this, and he went on to answer the question. Yes, 
he answered the question, and quoted Shakespeare against the council ; 
but, unfortunately, he had not quoted correctly. He (the president) 
— to look the passage wi and found that Mr. Macarthur was not 
quite right. He was also a little surprised that he had not cast his eye a 
pase or so further back in the same tragedy of ‘‘ Othello,’’ where he would 

found another —— which he might fairly have given them, 
omaaty applicable to him, and even complimentary, for Iago said 

ere— 


“T am nothing if not critical” ; 


and he (the ) og wy was sure their friend Mr. Macarthur was the critical 
member. But then they knew that a critic was of very little use, and 
did not much weight, unless he happened to make right points; 


and he (the president) had looked a little further on in the same play, 
and had found something they might _— s apply to Mr. Macarthur, 
where Iago said of Cassio, when he spoke of Rim as “‘a finder of occasions 
that has an eye can stamp and counterfeit advantages, though true advan- 
tage never presents itself.’”” He could not help thinking that their friend 
. Macarthur had not only missed his advantage in all these points, but 
he had also made some false points. This especially was one—he 
in his pamphlet, ‘‘ What have you done with this balance of £8,900?’’ 
ly the society were entitled to charge against the sum which they 
received some of the expenses which had enabled them to earn it, 
and surely it ought to be debited with a fair share of the whole of the 
expenses of the institution. It seemed to him (the president) that it 
ought to be so, and that the moment they did this they got rid of Mr. 
Macarthur’s splendid balance of £8,900. But there was a much readier 
answer for Mr. Macarthur. He said, ‘‘ What has the council done with 
it?’? If Mr. Macarthur had turned to the disbursement side of the 
aceount before them, he would find what they had done with it. They 
had had, of course, to throw it in with the general balance at their dis- 
poeal, and to expend it in the ordmary disbursements of the society. It 
seen to him that Mr. Macarthur had made a mistake in the charges 
he brought against them, and he hoped he had disposed of them. He 
hoped he had done so, as he was sure he had intended, with the utmost 
courteousness. 
Mr. W. P. W. Purumore expressed himself as extremely obliged to 
pod gg for the trouble he had taken with regard to the matter, but 
like to mention that the item for preparing plans indicated an 
expenditure of £23,000 for buildings. He wished, however, to make some 
observations chiefly with regard to that item, ‘‘ Examination, registration, 
lecture, and law class e , including £2,964 Os. 11d. fees paid to 
examiners and lecturers, and £1,191 16s. 7d. costs of purchase of and 
expense of circulating rules of court, &c., and stationery expenses 
connected with examinations and registrar’s certificate, £5,931 8s. 9d.”’ 
His objection to the accounts was not so much as to individual 
items, went to the very root of the whole matter. He asserted 
that the whole account was formed on a wrong basis entirely. The 
society occupied a very peculiar position. They were simply, in one 
pe oe & mere professional society, and in that capacity no one had any 
to raise a question as to the way in which they expended their funds ; 
but in addition to that the Government had been pleased to place them in 
@ very important and responsible position, which was, first, that of being 
the registrar of solicitors, and, next, of having the expenditure of money 
received from the articled clerks. He contended that the account was 
altogether misconceived for the reason that it did not separate these very 
items. They ought, in the first instance, to have a separate 
account of their private expenditure entirely distinct from either of those 
two other funds. With reference to the fee of five shillings for registering 
certificates, which formed an important item in the accounts, he observed 
that thet was the income of the registrar of solicitors, and amounted to 
£3,000. He thought this was ample, and that they might get the duties 


paeee 


performed for oT £1,000 less than the solicitors at present paid. Up 
to the year 1 eighteen pence only was charged in place of the five 
and he thought the council should approach the judges with a 
view of getting it again reduced to eighteen pence. It might be objected 
that they had no separate buildings and no separate staff of officials, and 
that, therefore, it was impossible to allocate the amounts or separate the 
accounts. There was a great deal of truth in that, but he took it that it 
‘was not impossible to charge the fair amounts to the funds in respect of 
these items. Set down as they were in the account they could get no idea 
as to how much they were expending on these separate items. They were 
absolutely in the dark as to what became of their £3,000. Then, with 
regard to the £10,000 received from articled clerks, he would observe that 
the fees from the clerks had been strung up to the very highest 
pitch by the council and the judges. They were under an absolute trust 
and to spend — penny in the examination and education of 
articled c He should like to ask the council whether they were pre- 
in the future to render such an account as that which he advocated. 
then, amidst much laughter, suggested that the model which was 
adopted in every lunatic asylum should be followed, and asked whether the 
council would give an undertaking that next year they would render 
“ , distinct, and ag accounts of the funds of the society.’’ 
Purstpext thought they had already answered Mr. Phillimore 
before they came into the hall. They had told him they could not do as 
he wished. They rendered the account to the judges in a certain specified 
form which was acceptable to them, and it would be very undesirable to 
alter it. They would consider every alteration they could make in the 


accounte which would give better information to the members. 
Mr. Macauruve moved as an amendment: ‘That these accounts be 
referred back to the committee for reconsideration and amendment.” The 





accounts were very incomplete. He asserted that he was correct in saying 
that there was a difference of £281 with regard to arrears of subscrip. 
tions. The next year this £281 had appeared as £230, and he wanted to 
know where the £51 had gone to. He was answered by the auditors that 
the council had remitted certain amounts, and he had received exact] 
the same answer in 1875 in reference to another matter. He then went on 
to criticise the accounts in other particulars, and complained that he had a 
difficulty in obtaining information with regard to them. He had written 
a letter to the secretary, which the president had not done him the honour 
to read, asking for information. 

The Presrpent was sorry he had not referred to it. The fact was that 
he had mislaid the letter somewhere between his house and the society’s 
building this morning, or he would have referred to it as he had intended. 
It was a letter in which Mr. Macarthur had asked who had received 
the moneys which had been paid in respect of the costs of the law 
stationers’ actions. The inquiry was followed by a statement which he 
(the president) had thought a most improper one, and he had, therefore, 
not answered the letter. The letter went on to say that Mr. Macarthur 
desired information in order to see that none of the council or their connec. 
tions, or anyone in connection with the office, had been receiving money. 
(Shame.) He had unfortunately mislaid the letter, and, therefore, would 
not quote further. He had meant to have read the letter, and com- 
mented upon it as being a most objectionable statement on Mr. Mac- 
arthur’s part. The truth was—and the council would have so told Mr, 
Macarthur if he had asked differently—that they employed the well- 
known firm of Humphreys & Son as their solicitors, who had nothing on 
earth to do with the council. They had employed them to conduct the 
action. When the costs were taxed they had paid them, and when the 
society appeared by their ee (Mr. Williamson) in any transactions, 
the costs were ordered to be paid to the society. He (Mr. Williamson) 
received all these costs and carried them at once to the credit of the 
society. He never received one shilling himself. No member of the 
council or anybody connected with the council had ever had anything on 
earth to do with any of these transactions. As regarded Mr. Williamson, 
in all matters in which money was ordered to be paid, every shilling of it 
found its way into the coffers of the society, and they received the whole of 
it. He (the president) hardly thought it would have been necessary to 
explain this. 

Mr. Macarruvr continued for some time criticising the accounts, amidst 
many manifestations of impatience. 

Mr. Puiitmore seconded the amendment. 

The amendment was put and negatived by an overwhelming majority, 
and the accounts were adopted. 

Mr. Pumuimore did not move the following resolution, of which he had 
given notice :—‘‘ That the annual account of receipts and disbursements 
be referred back to the Finance Committee to supply fuller details of the 
expenditure.” 

Annvat Report. 

The Present said: The next resolution I have to propose has refer- 
ence to the annual report, which has been printed and circulated amongst 
you. It discloses, I hope, the fact that your council have been exceed- 
ingly diligent this year and got through a large amount of work. There 
are one or two matters which have been omitted from the report. Ove of 
them relates to the paragraph as to the Bill introduced by the Lord 
Chancellor for making further provision with respect to moneys advanced 
for building the Royal Courts of Justice. We told you in the report the 
steps we have been taking to prevent the clause in that Bill coming into 
effect, under which the Treasury would be able to increase the fees paid 
by suitors for the purpose of making up a sum to be called ‘‘ The Courts 
of Justice Rent Charge,’’ and I am happy to tell you that, since this 
report was printed and circulated, that portion of the Bill was thrown out 
by the House of Commons. Another matter has been omitted from the 
report, to which Mr. Kimber has called my attention—or, rather, it is 
not in the report, and could not be in the report, for this particular 
reason, that the re was printed and circulated before the matters 
took place to which he calls attention. He calls attention to the case of 
The Queen v. Cox and Railton, which I daresay you all noticed. That is 4 
case in which the question is raised as to how far the privilege of a client 
was available to close the mouth of a solicitor where he had been con- 
sulting the solicitor with a view to any action. In that case the court 
decided that the client had no such privilege. We do not know what are 
the reasons. The judgment has not been given in detail; therefore I 
cannot say much about it. It was not exactly one of those cases which I 
should have thought necessary to put into the report at all; because I 
believe that, so far from its aitecting us, it is a matter of which we all 
oy to be glad, as assisting the administration of justice, that no such 
right of pees should be held to attach. However, Mr. Kimber, in 
that forcible language we are always so glad to hear, and in the pleasant 
way in which he ye things, says, “‘I beg to givé notice that, at the 
annual meeting, I shall draw the attention of the society to the case of 
Reg. ¥. Cou and Railton. This case is the most important yet decided in our 
time, and has far-reaching consequences not yet thought of.’ Well 
now we shall have the pleasure of hearing you, Mr, Kimber, as to what 
these far-reaching consequences are ; but f do not think it is one of the 
cases I should have thought of —< the report. I do not know, the 
r having been circulated, that I ought to take up your time by 
referring to it, and I take it for granted you have read it. i shall, there- 
fore, content myself with moving its adoption. 

Mr. F. K. Muston seconded the motion, remarking, with re to the 
Middlesex Registry Bill, that it was well known to the profession that an 
action had been pending for some time against the registrars of Middlesex in 





uence of a resolution of the tener ¢ and he only wished to 











that action was with consent allow to stand over when the B waa 
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introduced into the House of Commons, and had not been proceeded with, 
He thought the council had done themselves a wrong in not setting out 
the sepeniens to which their negotiations had arrived in the matter of 
the call of solicitors to the bar. They had not referred to the con- 
cluding arrangement’ come to by the several Inns of Court with the 
council by their new regulations of 1884, that any solicitor of five years’ 
practice whojstruck himself off the rolls could be called, in the course of one 
year, by passing only the bar final examination and not the imi , 
as to which there had been a very strong difference of opinicn between 
the council and the Inns of Court. 

The Prestpznt directed Mr. Munton’s attention to the following passage 
in the report:—‘‘The four Inns ultimately passed resolutions to the 
effect that a student who, previously to his admission at an Inn of Court 
had been a solicitor in practice for not less than five years, but had 
ceased to be a solicitor before admission as a student, might, after having 
kept four terms, be called to the bar upon passing the bar final examina- 
tion.’’ 

Mr. ©. Forp called attention to the following pameraph :— The 
council beg to call attention to the satisfactory finan position of the 
society. Although the payments for the year have been so exceptionally 
heavy (as will be seen by the disbursement side of the account) as to 

ent a further reduction being made in the or debt, yet there 
is no reason to suppose that the society will not be able, at the end of 
the year, to repay a substantial portion of the amount remaining due.”” He 
thought the society were much indebted to Mr. Phillimore for the way 
in which he had dealt with the accounts. He was proceeding to make 
some criticisms in regard to them when he was ruled out of order, the 
accounts having been already adopted. He, however, asserted that they 
were stultifying themselves by saying the accounts were ina satisfactory 
condition—they could hardly be worse. 

Mr. Kimser referred to the case of The Queen v. Cox and Railton, which 
he thought ought to be at once taken up by the council. 

The Prestpent looked upon it as a client’s question. Mr. Kimber was 
apparently forgetting that the privilege attached to the client, not the 
solicitor. 

Mr. Ku«prr urged that solicitors were bound to defend their clients. 
The question was whether the client who had paid his solicitor for his 
advice should not be at liberty to tie the mouth of the solicitor as to what 
advice he gave. 

In response to appeals from several members, the Presrpent ruled Mr. 
Kimber out of orcer, as the matter was not mentioned in the report. 

Mr. Kiser next referred to the subject of the costs of litigation, which 
was dealt with in the report, and in regard to which subject he had given 
the following notice of motion :—‘‘ That, in the opinion of this society, the 
recent changes in the law, so far from diminishing, have increased the 
costs of es that the taxation upon justice has been unfairly and 
injuriously increased ; that the delay in administering justice is now greater 
than ever ; that the Bankruptcy Act has already proved itself a failure, and 
asource of vexation and loss to both creditors and debtors; and that the 
urgent representations made to the Government for several years past to 
diminish the taxes upon justice payable by the poorer classes in the county 
court ought to meet with an immediate mse. That a deputation of 
this society be appointed for the purpose of pressing these facts upon the 
attention of the Prime Minister, the Lord Chancellor, and the President of 
the Board of Trade.’’ One of the objects of the present Government on 
coming into office was to diminish the costs of litigation, but, as the 
report correctly stated, they had been increased. This increase was not 
on account of any increase of the fees of solicitors, because they had been 
decreased, but by the fees payable to the courts. The costs of bankruptcy 
had been complained of in the legal journals, and it was found that the 
cost to the public of making a man a bankrupt is so great that the client 
ought to avoid such a step Shaner possible. And when a solicitor acting 
for a client made a man a bankrupt, his bill on taxation could be so re- 
duced that he would be actually out of et. This meant a denial of 
justice. There was another subject, that of procedure in the county 
courts. A had been made by a select committee and a com- 
mittee of the council, and, positively, not one word was said in 
the report with regard to it. Then there was the block in the Law 
Courts. Mr. Justice Chitty had been engaged in one case twelve days. 
Mr. Justice North had only got through about thirteen causes since he 
began his sittings. Then there was the important question of the closing 
of the taxing master’s office. Had the council nothing to recommend as 
to doubling the number of taxing masters ? 

Mr. Brennan ke of the part of the report which referred to the 
subject of tenure in gavelkind, deprecating rey of any. attempt to do 
away with the custom. The report contained the following paragraph :— 
“The council are of opinion that, having regard to the exceptional nature 
of the customs above referred to ’’—that was to say, tenure in gavelkind, 
tenure in borough English, and tenure in burgage—“‘ the difficulty of 
ascertaining the districts in which they exist, and the areas which are 
subject to them, as well as to the efforts which have been recently made 
for the simplification of the law of real property, and facilitating the con- 
veyance of it, it is desirable that steps should be taken for the abolition of 
the above customs, with due regard to any vested interests connected with 
or derived under them, so as to render the tenure and descent of real 
property, as far as may be, uniform throughout England; and represent- 
ations to this effect to the Lord Chancellor, the law officers of the Crown, 
and others have been made.’’ He moved, as an amendment, that this 
aoe of the report, so far as it related to tenure in gavelkind, be 


_ Mr. Canwaztt seconded the amendment. In Kent no inconvenience was 
felt for the custom, and frequently great convenience. 
The Paxstpayr sajd that at the time the council sent the draft of the 








report to the various law societies, 
It came back with an objection on their to 
any reasons. He could not help feeling 
them, backed up with reasons, ought to havethe greatest consideration of the . 
council and the society ; and he t the better way would be to refer 
back this part of the report to the council, to be reconsidered in connection 
with such statements as the Kent society might be good enough tosupply. . 
The council were quite willing to adopt this course. 

the nail thot aii the. eat of obtstidinge setidtortert uniformity in 

e counci it, wi e object of o P 
the tenure of land, that they be to take immediate steps to 
extend the law of gavelkind throughout England ’’ ? 

The Presmpznt: I think you should have given us notice of that. 

Mr. Brennan, after what the president stated, withdrew his amend- ~ 
ment, the president having agreed to adopt his ‘, 

Mr. Macarruvr moved, as an amendment, that = be referred 
back for reconsideration and amendment, th reference to 
that part of it where the council called attention to the satisfactory finan- _ 
cial position of the society. ’ 

The amendment was not seconded, and the motion, ‘‘ That the be 
received and adopted, with the — of that portion to 
tenure in gavelkind,” was put and ° 


Law Civs. 


The PrestpEnt was proceeding to introduce this subject when 
Mr. C. Forp moved the adjournment of the meeting. 
The motion, having been seconded, was negatived. 
The Prestpent laid before the meeting a long statement 


F 
E 


been prepared by the council, giving a number of particulars with regard 
to the proposed new club, and setting out the rules and regu- 
lations. Ye moved the following resolution :—‘‘ the council shall, 


i 


on the Ist of January, 1885, take | yne pane of the premises so 
and permit the same to be oceupi and used by the members of 
club free from rent, for the period of twelve months from the 
January, 1885, and so on from year to year, until the club, by its 


F 
ite 


man, or the council, shall determine such occupation by giving to the» 
other twelve calendar months’ previous notice in writing, on the » 
31st December in any year; but such notice by the council shall be given 
only in pursuance of a resolution passed by a general ing of the 
society, and confirmed at a subsequent general meeting at an 
interval of not less than three, nor more than six calendar months, and 
such occupation shall be subject to an on the part of the club 
to keep the premises in and to observe the rules and 


> 
regulations hereinafter mentioned.’’ He did not wish them to think for 
one moment that this was a matter in which the council were attempting 
in any way to lead or drive them. The decision the members would 
to would be entirely their own, and the consequences would entirely rest 
with themselves. The council were simply carrying out the orders im- 
posed upon them at a previous general meeting. 

Mr. James WALTER the motion. 

Mr. Grorczk Wuaxe moved the following amendment, of which he had 
given notice :—‘‘ That (in lieu of the proposed new club for such members 
as pay special fees) the council be requested, as soon as ible, to open 
luncheon, coffee, and smoking rooms for the benefit of members 

merally.’? The proposals of the council renewed the old club. 

ere was certainly a reduction of entrance but scarcely anything 
else. The very existence of such a club in that of London 
anachronism, and in such a club he agreed with members of 
club the ballot was an absolute n . What they wanted wasa 
where they could get refreshment, but they did not expect to have 
an entrance fee of £5 5s. and an annual subscription of £5 5s. 
privilege. He would not believe this was necessary until he had 
_ from the president that the financial position of the society required 


it. 

The Prestpent remarked that the club would involve additional expen- 
diture, which could only be met by the entrazice fees and subscriptions. 

Mr. Kiser seconded the amendment. He asserted that any of the 
great refreshment contractors would be glad of the opportunity of 
supplying refreshments without the necessity for any entrance fee and 
su iption, and they would, moreover, pay arent for the rooms. He 

t it was most unjust that the small oe oe oe 
meeting should settle the matter for the 4,000 members of the society. 

Mr. James WALTER ry xp the motion, asserting that the | of 
the council commended itself on general grounds to the mem The 
club was an integral part of the society as defined by its charter, and 
could not, therefore, be ultra vires. 

Mr. Green said there were 1,600 country members of the society and 
2,200 London members, and they ought to direct their efforts to in- 
crease the number of members in the country. The benefits derived by 
country members from the institution were very slight. The London 
members could use it hundreds of times dunng the year, and the country 
members, gery Mage Py Bee By to add an 
entrance fee of £5 5s., and an annual subscription o 3s., to the cost of 
his lunch. The fee of country members it to be reduced. He 
believed that country members were all with him in this — 

Mr. Crowprr thought the entrance fee a mistake. n alternative 
proposition might be submitted to the members by the council, in order 
to ascertain how members would —. Circulars might bo issued 


4 
Es 
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: 


oe ion of £2 2s. or £3 3s., and how many woult 
Tran sempuatt th these su The object of the couneil 
should be to the club as ve as possi! 


Mr, Bromusy said it was necessary to make a rough estimate of 
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at starting, and if it was found that the entrance 

could Sonubane’, that might be done afterwards. 

. Forp havin, kk: : 

A hae vgn dy 29 that the institution ought to be a club which was 

to every member, and where ory member could get his lunch. 

‘This would lead to a large increase in the number of country members. 

He protested strong! the establishment of another club on the 
same basis as that which had come to an end. : 

The amendment was then put, with the following result:—For the 
amendment, 33; against, 95; majority against, 62. 

Mr. Wuats asked for a poll, but if r 

The Presipent replied that it would not be in accordance with the bye- 

ws. 

— Macarruur then handed in an amendment as follows :—‘‘ That 
the consideration of the council’s pro to establish a club be deferred 
until a voting paper on the subject has been sent to each member requiring 
him to assent to or dissent from such proposal.’ 

The Presrpent declined to put the amendment, and ? 

Mr. Macarruvr moved, and Mr. Green seconded, the adjournment of 
the meeting, which was negatived. : 

The original motion was then carried by alarge majority. _ 

Mr. James Watrzr withdrew the following motion of which he had 
given notice :—‘‘ That so soon as the number of members proposing to 
join the Law Club be 500, the council do thereupon take the management 
of the club into their own hands on the terms mentioned in the circular of 
the 27th March, 1884.”’ 


Apptications To Tax Costs. 

Mr. Gzoncr: Wxatz moved :— ‘‘ That the council be requested again to 
communicate with the Lord Chancellor, and urge that applications to tax 
costs be no longer entitled or entered in lists in the same way as applica- 
tions for alleged misconduct.” ran 

The Presrpent said that the council had already taken action in the 
matter with a satisfactory result, and the motion was withdrawn. 


fee and sub- 


Srrrmes or Court. 
Mr. E. E. Laxe withdrew for the present the following motion of which 
he had given notice :—‘‘ That the council be reque to consider the 
ity of co-operating with the Bar Committee for the p of 
bringing about an amendment of the regulation recently made with respect 
to the sittings of the court, so that such sittings may terminate on the Ist 
instead of the 12th August.” 


ENTRANCE TO THE Bar. 

Mr. James Waiter moved, and Mr. Newman seconded :—‘ That the 
thanks of the members be accorded to the council for their successful 
negotiations with the benchers of mises Inns of Court, resulting in 
the satisfactory regulations of Apri M 

The motion was carried. 


Costs or LITIGATION, 
Mr. Kreser, on the understanding that the council would take the 
matter into consideration, withdrew his notice of motion on this subject, 
which is set out in his remarks on the report quoted above. 


Finances or tHe Soctery. 
Mr. J. R. Macarruvur moved, and Mr. R. J. Macarruur seconded :— 
“*That the council were not warranted, either by the requirements of the 
, oF its financial position, in incurring the expense of £578 15s. 7d. 
‘for preparing plans for proposed new buildings, &c.’ ’’ 
The motion was negatived, only the proposer and seconder voting for 


EXAMINATION Fezxzs. 


Thefollowing motion stood in the nameof Mr. C. Forp, but was not pro- 
ceeded with, he not being present :—‘‘ That, in view of the terms of 
section 8 of the Solicitors Act, 1877, the fees received by the society for 
the several examinations, as contemplated by that Act, shall in future be 
carried to a separate account by the society, and ought to be expended 
solely for the purposes di by such Act.” 

Assistant Examiners. 

The following notice of motion by Mr. Forp was not proceeded with, 
he being absent when it was reached :—‘‘ That the president, at the last 
meeting, having stated that the council found some difficulty in finding 
suitable candidates for the office of assistant-examiners, this meeting is 
of opinion that such appointments should be thrown open to public 
competition, as is done in the case of like appomtments at the University 
of London, by advertising the duties to be performed and the salaries to 


be paid.” 
Srrrmoes mw THe Cuancery Drvistow. 


Mr. Muwron had given notice of the following motion :—‘‘ That this 
meeting is of opinion that the trial of chancery witness causes otherwise 
than de die in diem not only creates great expense and inconvenience, but 
practically amounts to a denial of justice, and that an entire redistribu- 
tion of the business of the five chancery courts is urgently called for.” He 
was not, however, present when it came on. 

The proceedings terminated with a vote of thanks to the president. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 


the 9th inst.; Mr. Wm. Beriah Brooke in the chair. The other directors 
t were Messrs. 8. H. Asker, of Norwich, Edwin Hedger, Philip 

, Henry Roscoe, H. Smith Styan, Frederick T. Veley, of Chelms: 
ford, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £236 
was distributed in grants of relief, fifty-one new members were admitted 
to the association, and other general business was transacted, 








OBITUARY. 


MR, H. S. WAKE. 


Mr. Henry Stephen Wake, solicitor, deputy-registrar of the Sheffield 
County Court, died on the 12th inst., at the early age of thirty-four. He 
was the son of Mr. William Wake, of Osgathorpe. He was educated at 
St. Edward’s College, Liverpool, and was afterwards articled to Messrs, 
W. & B. Wake, of Sheffield. He was admitted in 1872, and commenced 
practice on his own account; but gave it up in 1882, on being appointed 
deputy-registrar of the county court. He had not been well for some 
weeks, and his illness developed into acute rheumatic fever, which proved 
fatal. Mr. Wake was of an exceedingly amiable and generous dye 
tion, and his death will be much lamented by all who knew him. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Jonny Henry Ernerrmnocton Surru, barrister, has been appointed 
Recorder of the Borough of Newark, in succession to Mr. John James 
Heath Saint, who has been appointed recorder of Leicester. Mr. Smith 
was educated at University Coilege, Oxford, where he graduated second 
class in classics in 1863. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in Michaelmas Term, 1866, and he practises on the Midland Circuit, and 
at the Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire, and Birmingham 
Sessions. He has been for several years a revising barrister. 


Mr. Francis Hoppine, solicitor, of Salisbury, has been appointed a 
Notary Public. 


Mr. Cartes Grmsert Hearucore, barrister, has been appointed 
Stipendiary Magistrate for the Borough of Brighton, in succession to Mr. 
Arthur Bigge, resigned. Mr. Heathcote was educated at Trinity College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated in the first class of the classical tripds in 
1863, and he was‘afterwurds elected a fellow of Corpus Christi Collezé. He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1867; and 
he has practised on the South-Eastern uit, andat the Oambridgeshire, 
Huntingdonshire, Ely, and Peterborough Sessions. 


Mr. Prrcrvat Wiit1am Dawson, solicitor, of Hull, has been, appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. A. Sranscoms Dunn and Mr. Tuomas Pater, solicitors, of 2, 
Gresham-buildings, Basinghall-street, London, E.C., have been appointed 
Commissioners to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court. 


Mr. Arnetstan Braxton Hicks, barrister, has been appointed Deputy- 
Coroner for the City of Westminster in succession to Mr. Samuel 
Frederick Langham, who has been elected coroner for the City of 
London. Mr. Hicks is also one of the deputy-coroners for the county of 
Surrey. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in November, 
1875, and he is a member of the Western Circuit. 


Mr. Cornztrus Tuomas Saunpers, solicitor (of the firm of Saunders & 
Bradbury), of Birmingham, has been elec President of the Incor- 
porated Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. Saunders was admitted a 
solicitor in 1850. 

Mr. Henry Roscos, solicitor (of the firm of Field, Roscoe, Francis, & 
Osbaldeston), of 36, Lincoln’s inn-fields, has been elected Vice-President 


of the Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. Roscoe was 
admitted a solicitor in 1856. He is a director of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association. 


Mr. Henny Cours, solicitor, of 
Treasurer for Berkshire. Mr. Collins was 


He is registrar of the Reading County Court. 


, has been elected Coun’ 
tted a solicitor in 1861, 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 
HOUSE OF LORDS. 
July 10.—Bills in Committee. 
Post Office Protection, 
Indian Marine. 
Private Basss.— Brstl Corporation Docks Purchase ; Treferig V: 





Railway ; Manchester, Bury, and Rochdale Tramways ) ; Dewse 
bury Improvement, 
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3 
‘une 11.—Biji Read a Second Time, 2a —— = 
Licensing Act (1872) ——— Third Time. Monday, July cvcccccoee Sh Mr. Pagh Mr. Farrer Mr. Pemberton 
; Tuesday eceecesecesesese Lavie Teesdale Ward 
Parvars Brits.—London, C and Dover Railway (Further | y, 7 Pugh Pascer Pemberton 
Powers) ; Sutton and Willoughby Railway ; Folkestone, ond | Teeag a Teesdale Ward 
Hythe Tramways; North Metropolitan Tramways; London (City) and | Friday ......cccssseeress Pugh Farrer 
Southwark Subway. . Saturday ...ccosesececses 26 Lavie Teesdale Ward 
Indian Marine. 
New Bil. 
Bill to amend the law relating to building societies (the Lonp Cuan- TRINITY SITTINGS, 1884. 
CBLLOR.) COURT OF APPEAL. Monday ..21 
July 14.—Royal Commission. aesday..0+32C Goneral 
ee gh tar Crabs andl Leatey Ace 1877) antes Sex Pishercn; | Pil and iourionstory apps trom she | Tessar a ce 
Fisheries (Oyster, » AD ct, ; eries ; . she: : . Bee 
London, Tilbury, and Southend Railway ; and many Provisional and | Chancery, and Probate, Divorce, and Beerdag’” 3. .Fotns ot a te hy 
i Admiralty Divisions (Probate and Di- | 
ee = Bill Read « Second Time. wena Palatine and Stonuaries Tuesday... |onnera es 
Bishopric of Bristol. . Touredey, Tt ; 
Bilis in Committee. pndoy. Leg 1.. Mots. adj. sumns. & gen. pa 
Supreme Court of Judicature Acts Amendment. rie — OF BUSINESS. s. aie causes, & gen. p 
Act (1872) Amendment. tes y 19 miey .. 
Licensing Act (1872) Dille Road o Third Thee. Monday «ort | App, trom the genera et Sa 3 
Parvats Brtus.—Dore and Chinley Railway; Metropolitan District signees App. mots, ex Toursday... 7 Remaining mtas, remaia- 
Railway; Sutton-bridge Dock ; Metropolitan Railway (Various Powers). mots—and apps from ords. | on Meee - ing pets, & a4j smus 
July 15.—Bille Read a Second Time. Wednee -20. 88 | Ha ee ein alae aeeotren | Mondey-cccil} 
Parvars Briis.—Lower Thames Steam Ferries; Mi tan Board of general list if required. cool 
Works (Thames Crossings); Coventry and District Tramways; Wright's ingame A pees en fn gent ad mg pene 


Patent; Lincoln and ao Railway; Eastern Bengal Railway. 
Elections (Hours of Polling). 
Building Societies Acts Amendment. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 


Pervats Briis.—Great Western Railway antl Bristol and Portishead 
Pier and Railway Companies ; North London Tramways; London South- 
em Tramway ( sions) ; Mersey Railway ; Bank of South Australia. 

Licensing Act (1872) Amendment. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
July 10.—Bill in Committee. 
Yorkshire Registry. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 


Parvats Brius.—Llanfrechfa Upper Local Board; Teign Valley Rail- 


way. 
Colonial Prisoners’ Removal. 
Sea Fisheries Act (1868) Amendment. 
July 14.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brru.—Winwick Rectory. 
Royal Military Asylum, Chelsea (Transfer). 
Great Seal. 


Public Libraries Act Amendment. 

ny ane Industrial Schools (Manx Children). 

Newcastle Chapter. 

Naval Discipline Act (1866) Amerdment. 

Benefices (Tiverton Portions) Consolidation Amendment. 

Bills in Committee. 

Prrvats Briu.—Strensall Common. 

Canal Boats Act (1877) Amendment. 

Contagious Diseases (Animals) Act, 1878 (Districts). 

Bills Read a Third Time. 

Patvatz Briis.—Gravesend Town Quay and Pier; Walton-on-the- 

Naze and Frinton Improvement ; West Derby Local Board; Ouse (Lower) 


Improvement. 
July 15.— Bills in Committee. 


pam  recrypena y ae amrarsc yee . as 
ormatory and Industria. ools (Manx dren). 
Naval a Acts (1866) Amendment. 


_ Newcastle pter. 
Bille Read a Third Time. 
Royal Military Asylum, Chelsea (Transfer). 
Great Seal. 
Strensall-Common. 
Canal Boats Act (1877) Amendment. 


New Bill. 
Bill to amend the Prosecution of Offences Act (1879) (Mr, Courntwzr). 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURKE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCS ON 


Co Mr. Justice 
Date. i V. 0, Bacom, Rar. 


Monde: , Jul eeceeeeece . Carrington Mr. K Mr. K 

Toeaday ce Ml Ss o Jackson Merfrale Clowes 
(ae beatngnaee 4 Jeckscn —-Mertvale lowes 
> Eigeoeened fae ~— aman — “Spay - 2 





Fiiday ....25 | Ptoral hist if reqaired 
Saturday ...26 
Monday....24 } Apps. from the general list. 
Tues., 06 
App. motns, ex pte—org!. 
atn—wb from ordrs 


proced.) & also apps. from 

general list if r quire. 
Tharsday ..31..Apps trom wa list. 
cy. app~. als> apps 
Friday, Aug 1 | trom general list if reqs rd 
Saturday .. 2 
Monday .. 4 


Wednes .... 6< maiie on interlocutory mots 
(proces) and also apps. from 

list if required. 
Thursday .. 7..4pps from ths g-neral list 


Becy app; & als» apps fron 
Friday, -o0- 8 | Seacral lt if requiced. 


Sat. 9 
Mond: scat from the general list 
Tu-eday....12 mail 

N.B —tunacy Petitions are taken in Ap- 


pes] Court If., on every Saturday at halt- 
ten during the Bit:ings, 


Appeal Court, I. 
Final and interlocutory appeals from the 


ueen’s Division, and from the 
bate, Divorce, and Admi Divi- 
sion (Admiralty). 
ORDER OF BUSINES3. 
Sat., July 19 
Monday....21 } Apps. from the general list. 
Tuesday... 0222 


App. mots, ex 
oe apps. from ords 
Wi 23 ¢ made on interlocutory mois 
mana and also apps. from general 
list if required. 
Sat. heen Apps fron the general list, 
Monday....28 
Tuesday....29 
App. mots, ex pte—9oral. 
stuantay 001 nates tunis 
30¢ m on m? 
™ and also apps ‘rom general 


list if required. 
by manag | a 
ay, 
Satarday = Ham from the general list. 
Tues; ..2. 5 
App. motas, ex —orgl. 
ameatag 6 )mads on tubal oaneny eats 
6 on 
hes and a'so app’. from geueral 
list if required, 
Thur. .secee 7 


Frid coos 8 
Bata ees 8 Apps. from the general list 


Tuaesday....12 


N.B.—Admiralty —, assessors, 
will be taken on days to be ap- 
pointed by the Court. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Chancery Court, I. 

V.C, Stn JAMES BACON. 

Sat., July 19..Pets, sht, causes & gen. pi. 





Chancery Court, IV. 
Me. Justice KAY. 
Sat., July 19..S.t. caas, & aij sams. 


Monday ....3! Gea fa Caus 
Taceda - pa. far cons (i 2s 
Wednesday 23) ith wits) 


Monday ....38 General paver far consont 
= (causes w.theut wits) 
Thursday ..3\..Mtns, adj sums, & gen. pe. 
Fridav, Aug 1... Pctns, adj sums,& gen. pa. 
erg -. 2..820c6 caus, & al. sums 
Tnes.5 an 

Wed. ....00 6 
Toursday .. 7 
Friday seee 8 


Rowaining pts, remvining 
mts, aaj smus & gea ps. 


* Chmacery Court, IIT. 
Mr. oS ag nde 
Pets. Caa:., adj. suns 
Sat, July 19 | Fetecedure) & gen pacer 
Monday ....%1...Fur coa ani nda we let 
Taostay-« +03? | Causes withoat wits, a'jt 
Touredy....24 ) ¢22* and spse ouses 
Friday ...035..Motas. & non wis list 
Sat 26 { Foteceameh eb aij. a 1s. 
_ Menegaoe: [iecesios, Dame geet 
Monday....28..Far ¢oas @ non wt: hiss 
Tuesday --29) Cinsse withoat wits, adj 
— *o**3] ) eas Bad spac cass? 


Tues, ...... 

basing . 
arsday .- 7( Remaining mts, renviaing 

Friday oe 3 pts, adj emns & gen pa. 


Chancery C wrt, IT. 






Sat., Jaly 19...General paper. 
Monday ceenat 
— 94) Geueral paper. 
Fi eee 

+36 
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«00098 | Friday .-..25...Motns, & adj. sum. 
ry seen Siturday ..2%...Sht. caus, pets.,adj. sumns 
Wwe eseeed” " Monday ..-.28 
sanag ooneral paper Tuesday ..204 General paper. 
Friday, Aug 1 Wednestay 39 
2 Tharsday ..31! 
Monday ...+ : Frijay, Aug :. -Motns, & adj. sum, 
TUS. — seoree Sa.urday . 2..Sht. caus., pets., adj. suns, 
“US. sease H Mond ..... 4 
Friday ton 7\, Genera! paper. Woty ncoce ‘| 
Ssturdry .. 9 ) Thursday . Remaining mt, remaining 
Monday ....1!1 } Friday .... 8 [{ pts, adj smns & gen pa. 
Tuesday ..12 | Saturdy.... 9 
| Tuesday. saat 


Tuesday....12 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 

cause must be so marked in the cinse-book 
at least one clear day before the same can 
be put in the paperto be so heard, an d 
the necessary papers must be left in cou r 
with the judge's officer the day before th 
cause is to be put in the paper. 


Lord Chancell»r’s Court. 
Mar, Justice PEARSON. 
Bat., July 19..Sht, caus., ptos. a1j.sumos 
Mond y eon | 
nesday....2 
Woetnesiay 23 ( General paper 
Thursdy....24 











COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock ComPaANIEs. 
LOMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Anoys Fire INSURANCE AND EMPLOYERS’ PROTECTION CORPORATION, LIMITED.— 
ig J., has, by an order dated Mar 25, appointed Harrington Evans Broad, 

albrook, to be the liquidator 
CABLAN UNITED LEAD Mriyzes, Limitep.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed Monday, 
Phe iy 2! a 12, at his chambers, as the time and place for the appointment of a 


Friacstarr District Sinver Minrxnc Company, Luwirep.—Kay, J., has fixed 
| eagle July 21 at 1, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liqui- 
or 
GRImMsBY PHa@NIx Burnpine Company, Loven. Chitty, J., has, by an order 
jo Ma samateted George Watson Booth, 77, Heneage st, Ww eelsby, near 
Grinsby be official liquidator 
Grek brasten> Comma, Lourep.—Chitty, J., has fixed Saturday, July 19 at 
12, See, as the time and place for the appointment of an official 
PILLANS AnD Comp. LunTED.—Petition for winding up, presented July 9, 
Foot | before Bacon, V.C., on July 19, Turner and Low, King st, 
Cheapside, solicitors for the petitioner 
NITED TRAMWAYS (IRELAND) CORPORATION, LiwITED.—Petition for winding up, 
presented July 2, ted to be heard before Kay, J.,onJuly 18. Davis, Craig’s 
ct, Charing cross, solicitor for the petitioner 
(Gazette, July 11. 


Cycuists’ ACCIDENT AssURANCE CoRPORATION, LimiITED.—By an order made 
Pearson, J., dated July 5, it was ordered that the corporation be wound Af 
Gover, Walbrook. solicitor for the petitioners 

re Swnooune Barus Company, Limitep.— By an_order made by Bacon, 

it was ordered that the company be wound up. Wainwright and Baillie, 
M tle inn, solicitors for the petitioners 

Rwovur anpD Beem fg LugTED.—Petition for winding up. presented July 10, 

heard before Kay, J., on July 25. Clift, ancras lane, solicitor 


[ Gazette, July 15.] 


directed to 
for the nt dwg 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Fit Burrpine SocreTy.—Creditors are required, on or 
before ‘Tah 21, rat, to send hy their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 


debts or illiam Shone, Watergate st, Chester, the official liquidator. 
Fm my ht £4 au 1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the said 
an 


NorTu STAFFORDSHIRE WORKING MANn’s PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY. 
—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 8, to send their names and addresses, 
and the culars of their debts or claims, to Spencer Lawton, Burslem, Staf- 
fordshire, the official liquidator. Monday, Nov 3 at 12, is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

(Gazette, July 11.) 


CoRNWALL MINERALS passear ComPANY.—Petition, presented July 10, directed 
to be heard before Kay, J., on Aug 1. Cope and Co, Great George st, West- 
minster, solicitors for the petitioners 

PiyMovrH Workine Men’s EQurraBLe Loan Soorery. —By an order made b 
and Go, ins dated July 5, it was ordered that the society be wound up. Gus 

and aes dovke, agents for Vaughan, Devonport, solicitor for the 


[ Gazette, July 15.1 





CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY 
HYNDBURN MILL MANUFACTURING COMPANY, LIMITED. —The Vice-Chancellor has 
fixed Thursday, July 17 at 12, at the District Registrar, Duchy chmbrs, Man- 
, a8 the time and place for the appointment of an official liquidator 
SreaM Sure “ H ABBEY,” LrurrEp.—Petition for winding up, presented 
July 10, directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., on Thursday, July 24. 
Banks and Kendall, North John st, Liverpool, solicitors for re. petitioners 


Gazette, July 11.) 
Farenvty Socretres Dissotvep. 
Earn er BSAQOWETTELD Sick AND Buriat BENEFIT LODGE OF LOYAL ORANGEMEN, 
in Furness. July 8 
oe DERBY, AND Wavperaae INDUSTRIAL CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETY, 
avertree, Lancaster. 
LANE SUNDAY SCHOOL bone -, Asis Deane, lane. 7 uly? FF 
a é, July 1 
Gee, aunp Cungy‘s Rune, A.O.F., Frrenpiy Society, Halfway House Inn, Facit, Lan- 


Men asp WoMEN’s ANNUITANT SOCIETY, Dartmouth, Devon. July 
(‘Gasetle, July 15.) 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 
CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
‘ae WILLIAM, James st, Covent Garden, Fruit Salesman. 
General Post Office 


Bannen, Hot posare. Sunderland, Station Master. 
BERD, EMILY CHARLOTTE, Norwich. Aug 1. 


Aug 1. 


ug 24. Lawson, Sunderland 
ttavlor and Sons, Norwich 


Reeve, 





; 


Bowocoss, 3st nr Manchester, Aug1. 
Re eS Pimlico, eq Ave 


Lande, —" 
BRAHAM, CHARLES Mt 
and Co, John st, Bedford row 


"Macarthur 


CouuiNe, WIL JO, Albert temace,” Hopeet a aero Bone grateld 
t’s r 0 
Aug 12. Fay Lanvegce Pountney hill, LE as eaalee, 
bury hill. Aug?7. Loxley and } Morley, Cheapside 
a te » Ermington, ur Ivybridge, Devon, Gent. Aug 1, White 
and Sons, Bedford row 
DAVIES, 


NNAH BARNARD, Usk, Monmouth. Ang 16. Gustard, 

> ye =, Dame JANE, Eaton’ place. Aug 29. ordsworth and So, Thread. 
needle s 

Dwicut, James, Hartf Chester, Sergeant or, July 21. Thorne 
Wolverhampton ent, . Mai a va, 

Dyson, WILLIAM, Huddersfield, Builder. July 8, _Ainley, Huddersfield 

Exton, Sir EDWARD Marwoop, Charies st, Berkeley sq, Baronet. July 31, 
Warry and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


HOLLAND, SABINA, § port, Chester, Augi, Smith, Stockport 
es ELIZABETH, Farnsfield, Nottingham. Aug 4. Robotham and Attwood, 
r 


HUMPEREYS, Faazons, Hatfield, Herts. Augii. Dale, Furnival’s inn 
JONES, Fpouas, Ree erry, Montgomery, Cook, Aug 10. Williams and Co, New- 


town, North 
JUDGE, SPENCER ALFRED TAYLO YLOR, Benares Benares, Bengal, British India, Lieut.-Colonel. 


Sept 1. cutae ent Yo, Lice aa ae 


Kay, Rospert, Bury, caster, Gent. J 7 St Fiutcher, B 
- a. Cairo, Egypt, Captain. Aug 11, te and iadgate, Craven 
f) nd 


LEMOINE, AMELIA Saku BRIGETINA, Southampton. Aug 1. Bevan, Chancery 
MOSELEY, A peel | HUMPEARY, Burgess hill, Sussex, Barrister at Law. Aug 2, 


PAYNE, Woluan, Wileott, , Gent. A’ Wace, Shrewsbury 
PEat, Wu.t1aM, Der! Bag. Au ug 4. Robo and a Attwood, Derby 
ROBERTS, EDWARD, D, RGA Grocer, Sept 5. Collins 0, Liv: ~ BE 


B irmingham, nee i, t- 14. lyndall oa Co, Birmingham 

farden, Kent, F: and Co, Maidstone 

SHERIFF, DANIELL, Bernard st, -— ¥ sq, A " Aug 5. Bell and Co, Bow 
churchyard. Cheapside 

RAINSFORD, JOSEPH, Potton, Bedford, Carpenter. Aug 16. Chapman, Biggles- 


wade 
TrrFin, THomas, Sunderland, or i 24. Lawson, Sunderland 
Watker, RoBERT, Sunderland, Re ‘armer. Aug 1 ate! Supderiand 
WHITE, Rive, BUBAMMAY, Compton Lee te Wilts July 31. 
WORTHINGTON, THOMAS, Manc hester, Merchant, Aug a Daal Co, Man- 
[ Gazette, July 4.) 
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SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Jay 21.—Messrs. Putip D. TycKETT & Go, .» at the Mart, at 1 p.m., Freehold 
mbers (see advertisement, July 12, p. 3 

J ciy 22,—Messrs. CHINNOOK, GALSWw: WORTHY, ; CHINNOCE, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Leasehold Estate (see advertisement, this week, *p. 8). 

July 22.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., Freehold Properties (see my py aed June 14, p, 6) and Leasehold 
Properties ( (see advertisement, June a 

July 24.—Messrs. DRIVER & Co., at the Mart, ‘at 2 bis pippeheld Properties and 
Reversions (see see advertisement, “ys p. 3, se week, p. 4). 

July 24.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, E j GEAae, , ab the Mart, at2p.m., 
Freehold Estates (see advertisement, “yh 5, p. 4) 

July 25.—Mr. ARTHUR JACKSON, at the Mave at 2 Dp. m., Freehold and Leasehold 
Properties (see advertisement, July 12, p. 4). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS. . 
HuGHEs.—July 14, at 17, Rielioreat, Birkenhead, the wife of T. R. Hughes, 
barrister-at-law, of a so 
J cumentas. —July 11, at Tavistock, the wife of J. Douglas Johnstone, solicitor, of 


MIDDLETON. —July 11, at 22, Delamere-qrescens, W., the wife of James W. Middle- 
ton, of Lincoln’s-inn, of a 

Gexpeaean.— July 11, the wife o of G. Wallyn Stillman, solicitor, of Bishop Auckland, 
of a son 


DEATHS. 
BamptTon.—July 11, omy Bampton, M.A., M. L., B.C.L., barrister-at-law, of the 
Middle Temple, aged 41 


BENHAM.—July i1, at his residence, Baron's Court, K idle ‘Femi of Bright's 
disease, James Erle Benham, F.R.S.1., &c., “of = waa 
at-law, and of St. Mary Hall’ Oxtord; aged 84. Dearly loved a ® yo 4 
lamented by his sorrowing relatives and 

Wake.—July 12, vat Osgathorpe House ie eld waary, hen, second sur- 


viving son of William Wake, 0: snorpe solicitor, ar deputy- 
registrar of the County Court of PYonighive olden at "at Sheffield, aged 34. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


ee 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
TUESDAY, July 15, 1884, 
Dance, Edward Haney, Warner rd, Camberwell, Corn a July 10 
Simpson, George Darlington, Bristol, Ship Chandler. July 1 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883 
RECEIVING ay A 


FRDAy, J ay 
Ambler, George William, con tees wil, Of Refiner. Kingston upon Hull. 
Pet June 17. Ord July 9. uly 28 at 11 at the Courthouse, Townhail, 


ull 
Baines, Thomas, Great Castle st, Oxford circus, Tailor. oe Court. Pet July 
9. = Jul i® Exam Aug 9 at 11 at #4, Lincoln’s inn fi = oe 
las Milner, Nafferton, Yorkshire, Grocer. an upon Hall, 
uly 8. “Ord July 8, Exam + % 21 at 11 at the pa Tow 
Brcoke ames, Sowerby Bridge, nr Halifax, Woollen Manufacturer. ol ax. 


ms Pet Fuly 8. ge A Exam van Aug 14 Pyerott, ia M 


ag ink tag Pet July 8. Ord July 8 Exam Aug 6 at 10 
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Crabb, James, Albany st, Regen: High Court. Pet July 

1 Lincoln’: 
oi oes ps Spy, Exam a ta in Lao “neon np 6 OrdJuly$. Exam 
Daa AP, Rroseley, 1 a aowecs Licensed Victualler. Madeley. Pet July 
x ey Leeds, PetJulys. OrdJuly8. Exam 


ay ban 
1. ByMiEean uly set itt the Courthouse, Cette, Dette. Onbdny 


Egalcton, Mery ee wy ‘Aug 20 at 12 at County 


est Bam 9 me Bn pet s Managing Assisignt. Bangor. Bg 3 
wu“, se 

Batley Yorkshire, Flock Merchant. Dewsbury. 
nie July. On Ond aly raweoes 2 Bangor. Pet July 9. Ord ry 43 9%. 
Baan July 9 at 2.9) aS 


Hesse, | Thomas, A stlingham, Hosiery Maker. ago Pet July 7. 
Hammond, Horotie e address unkno ‘sd oo Pet June 
7. Ord Fuly 8 ey er ii at 94, Ling 
Hill, William Henry Rowse, and Henry Elahen, Glamorganshire, Con 
actors for Public Works. Cardiff. "1 July 9. Exam 
fr 
fi Henry William, Dartford, ad Stonemason. Rochester, Pet July 


se tees et ag aly is 21 at 


George, ge, | een, adres, Campenten, Bath. Pet July 9. Ord July 9. 
afichin, Jo Sottinaion, Licensed Victualler. rage a Pet July 7. 


Ord Sul Exam A’ 
Ho illiam Nien . Bury St Edmunds, Farmer. 


Pet Ji 9, OrdJuly 9. Exam July 24 at 3.30 at 
Jones, Thomas, Wednesbury, Btattonishine Ok pat Gal, Bay ae) June 
80. rey, Joh Beam July 28 at 2 
=e ohn same, ishopston, Gloucestershire, Grocer. Bristol, Pet 
Ord Exam Aug 15 at 12 at 
iis, Chorlton-on-Medlock, Lancashire, Chemist, Manchester. 
Pet fh Ord J Exam July 
te te evn aan AG De 
Pet et Jul July 9. 
Meinisjokn. “Robert Morris, 


yay ¢ m Ji 
Northcott, Ri Tiveue, Furniture Dealer. Exeter. Pet Ord 


Owen, John Glendower, Broadstairs, no occupation. Canterbury. Pet Mar 21. 
Ord June 13. J 


une 27 
“ ee , Grocer. Cardiff. Pet July9. OrdJuly9. Exam July 
ai 
Powell, Witiam, | aa a Tydfil, Grocer. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet July 7. Ord July 


Paice, J me a Farmer. Lecuninster. Pet July7. Ord July 9, Exam July 
17 at 10 at Townhall, Leominste: 
Price, John, Raion Fe , Farmer. Leominster, Pet July7. Ord July9. Exam July 


oo ay ee iheffield, Grocer. Sheffield, Pet July7. Ord July7. Exam 
ly 31 ai 
pee, Sicecs ‘West Hartlepool, Furniture Dealer. Sunderland. Pet July 
Siten Ord “Bratt aD Hoses Sia Merchant. High Court. Pet July 
or ssex, Maho erc 0 
Ringe: xam Aug 12 st 11 at 94, Lincoln's inn flelds 
ohn Chapters st, Westminster, ecw me oy au Court. Pet July 8. 
Exam Aug 12 at 11 at 4, Lincoln 
slocker, David ie Merton _rd, y+ ‘ie Garces B Builder. Wandsworth. Pet 
31 
Thompson, itis te ose Farm, nr Coxhoe, Durham, Farmer. Durham. Pet 
July7. OrdJuly7, Exam July 29 
Wigiting, Henry, Worcester, Bootseller. Worcester. Pet July 8 Ord July 8. 


uly 30 
Woop ey | Am EE Lect, Shopkeeper. Leeds. Pet July7. Ord July7. Exam 
at 
we one n, Kirkbride, Cumberland, Husbandman. Carlisle. Pet July 9. Ord 
oo 23 at 11 at Court house 
Yates, “aestge i » Brewer. Halifax. Pet June 25. Ord July 7. Exam 


Tie following amended notice is Rape 5 = apy po ae published in the London 


te of J 1 
Boulton, John, Lincoln, Farmer. te ty bors May 28. Ord June28. Exam 


Jul: 
The follo: lowing amended notice is substituted for that published in the London 
Gazette of July 8, 1884. 
Preece, Geor, palo Gloucester, Ale and Porter Retailer. Gloucester. Pet 
July 3, xam Aug 12 
RECEIVING ORDER Spemrep 
Hieieenter, Bevtheld, and Arthur Masse 
Leather Merchants, High Court, Ord ay ag 


tt, He: now, Sirmlaghan Jeweller. J +2, Official Recei Whitehall 
4 tire ewe. uly 32 04 2, ver, a 
1, 


Ambler, mW ~ Oil Refiner. Ji 
Incorpora Law Tn fic ey hy Bowlalley lane 


dacrews, Alfred, Bury ) Rg Builder, July 19 at rid 


un 
Tue Broo nook, Liverpool, Hetate Agent. J 22 at 2, 
eres bl Miche Tdverpon be 58 — 
1 cholas rton, shire, Grocer. 
A 6, Bollotiag, New nd, Dritiel 7 erage meats sy ahd ? 
22 at 2. 
ton, Mae Lincoln, Farmer. July 18 at * 30. Sma A 4 2, St 


edict’s 
Gay gill, Obed Holt, Up Upper Woburn pl, Russell sq, Tourist. July s2at11. Bank- 
ruptcy bl » Frontage st, tees inn ~*~ wf 


», Lyer’s ¢ eo oe Rahaniey, 





Culloden, John An Leeds, a t 1, Bt 
Andrew's one aa Ww, seed a Tinner. uly 21 at 11, Official Receiver, 
Theresa, ~ July 21 at 12. Official Receiver, St 
al 8 chbrs, 22, 
rare, Frank, Car isle, Woollen Merchant, July 21 at 3, 84, Fisher st, 


Evans, Robert, Braunton, Devonshire, Farmer. July 18 at 2. 8, The Square, 


Barnstap 
Faiss, F Peter, Middlesborough, Yorkshire, Watchmaker, July 18 ati1. Official 
nr, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough ” a wd 

ton, atthew z, Bank tg Os Yorkshire, Flock Merchant, July 21 at 3. 


lord, ¥: ’ 
ogate chbrs eee cctehing? Tinner. July 18 at 11. Official Receiver, 


Bil Poomas Hong Willan, Dartford, Kent, Stonemason. Tudr 8 gh 120. | 











5 J 

Figpkina, +" M ~- 1, Moemguthnatstre Farmer. ‘aly 19 at 12. ‘Oficial 
Fahet, Thames Frsncts, Pplngham, ‘Draughteman. July 22 at 8. Official Re- 
Lawrie, James ‘Yarn Merchant. July 28a 11. 


ea eae tae) Pe Ont & Haty Seton, July 18 at 10. 82, 

Mars Arthur Willis, riton on Medlock, Lanepehive, Chexpiat. July 18 at 
pall Mcial Fecal wer, Ogdan’s oh Bridge 

ts. | Migores, Alfred Joseph, Wareham, OES are ee nation July 19 at 11.80. Official 

'** | nixon, Matthew, eee Tock, Gent. July 93 ab 18, Olleial Receives, 

a en July 21 at 12. Official Receiver, 





Tyae iliam, Gloucester, Brewer. July 18 at 3.30. Official Receiver, 


Hertel Blocman, Clay iceman. Clapham rd, Builder. July 9at 11. Bankruptcy bidgs, 
ora | Portugal stp Ecol fame July 21 at 2. Official Receiver, Figtree 
Bassenthwaite, Cumberlan: J 19 at 11. 

Seepece, a as d, Hotel Keeper. July 
Thom William, Doncaster, Yorkshire, Licensed Valuer. July 21 at3. Offi- 
a | age orcester, Bookseller. July 21 atti. Official Receiver, Wor- 
Webster, Amelia, Leeds, Shopkeeper. July 18 at 12. Official Receiver, St 

Andrew's chm! 


brs, 22, Park row, Leeds 
hn J. Builder, July 21 at 2. 
‘Wheeler, Jo omee, 14 maton Essex, uly Bankruptcy 


{=~ Bye Gury sh Lincoli'g tan) wrt sera, ou Pimence, 
Will John, Kirkbride, Gum July 23at3. 34, Fisher st, 
Seamece iy Timber Merchant. July 18 at 12. Offi- 
stan Alfred Charles, Gugtoun Contrae- 
bat» J tat 11. b 

Yaton, “Georwe, Hl - Halt Brewer. =e ver, Townhall 
Albutt, Henry, Jeweller. Birming Pet J Ord July 7 
Aliband, Charles, Sou arwickshire, Warwick, PerJune td, 
Ambler, one eae Sea weep Bee, OR Beteee, Kingston upon Hull, 

ni 
Edmu: OB dw Oesett, Yorkshire, Cloth Manufacturer. Dewsbury. Pet 


Ord 5 
chi Foe Fo Henne, Enfield Lock, Engineer, Edmonton. Pet May 30. Ord 
Denson, Solon, and and ~; Seanecpesige: Brockley, Kent, Florists, Greenwich. Pet 
Fo 1 | S.A lll Monmouthshire, Grocer. Tredegar. Pet July 4. Ord 
Frith’ William, Wells, Somersetshire, Corn Dealer. Wells. Pet June 2. Or 
y 

Bradford. Pet July5. OrdJuly7 

Hanson, Israel, Bradfa: ya Tinner, ‘uly < wr 


. Pet 18. Ord July 7 x 
sree Da iy Fat OR say Ee Grocer. High Court. Pet June 16. 


uly 8 

er ies Sve uh aren Pt Wein 
Howse, Lag S een Retired Fishing Boat Owner. Gt Yarmouth. 
Hunt, re . Wolverhampton, Galvanizer. Wolverhampton. Pet Junei0. Ord 
Jabet, phomes Francis, Birmingham, Draughtsman. Birmingham. Pet June 19. 
J gee James playeins, Barnet, Hertfordshire, Hotel Keeper. Barnet. Pet 
os Predericky 1 Tooting, Surrey, Builder. Wandsworth. Ord made under 
Love, de, Isle of Wight, Carriage Builder. Newport and Ryde. Pet 

Pee Wik Merthyr Tydél, Grocer. Merthyr Tyddl, Pet July 5. Ord 
Rayment, Georee, Luton, Bedfordshire, Straw Hat Maker. Luton. Pet July 4. 
Bis, frm em Bratbom, glenn, tt Bee, Sie. Whe 
geil thon, erat. SS DOG aan pt Sane eT 
yeekiee. Amel, ene sate poss Pet July 7.) Ord duly ¢ 
West, Licensed V: » olverhampton. 
More ce Te Sussex, Coal Merchant, Lewes and Eastbourne. 


Pet June 21. Ord J 
ary | Yates, Geo Halas Brewer, Halifax, PetJunes. OniJuly 8 


The following insane Notice is substituted, for thes published in the London 
Preece, George William, Gloucester, Brewer. Gieneuntes, Pet July 3. Ord July 4 





TvuEsDAY, July 15, 1884. 
Colors Prepejotes. Neath. Pet 


Bain, Alexander, Yotelytere. Glamorganshire. Colliery 
: v, Reo Gotir July E tn, uf Medi i Fraction per, @t Yarmouth 
e . a 0 
Pet ay Usb rai r — . wahall Gt ¥ we 
J may 11. com a w: 


ay 7 Ghd uly id am Aug 2ak es 
Aug 2 at 11 N ' 


Callen cate bet May f eke ar Paws, 
Sheffield. Pet J uly $i at 11.90 
laremont, sisea wep cl ford wate orkshire, Printer. Bradford. 
tin Willi Chek Innkeeper. Cheltenham, Pet July 12, Ord Jul 
mm SS 1ati2 
Dod cton, a Prisoner in Her jesty’s Gaol, 
ae Late Semigter Spree elu Ord July it 
12 at Guil 


Drover, Tyas, Pot duly 18. i. ond 





Gloucester- 
Aug 15 


Isle of W. N an 
12. Rien, Shipping gmt, Newport 
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Evans, Thomas. Rhnidian, Flintshire, Blacksmith. Bangor. Pet July 10. Ord 

1, 

7 aera, Henry, Herstord, Innkeeper. Hereford. Pet July 11. Ord July 11. 
Lae Bootmaker. Ipswich, Pet July9. Ord July9. Exam 


ones, Gocrge, Shefield, Hatter. High Court. Pet July 11. Ord July 11. Exam 


7 hug Mat i! Lingdln oe 
art Office 
Francis a July: Mine Corn peek. Windsor. Pet July 12. Ord 
eee “Clifton, Bristol, Lodging house K: Bristol. Pet July 
ne, m, B ouse ee) . Pe 
10; de Fa bg m Aug ib at 12.at Guildhall, B: ristol 
don st, Wine Agent. ent. High Court. Pet June 23. 


Ord July 11. Beam Aug ai ac 11 at 94 Lincoln's inn 
Frederick James, P, , Sussex, Builder. Brighton. Pet July 8, Ord 


uly 10. Exam July 31 81 at as 

Me 1, Bean a. ley, Derbyshire, Tailor. Derby. Pet July 11. Ord 
hus a 
Procter. Cm Es = ety Yorkshire, Builder, Bradford. Pet July 10. 
1 ns 

Eanily 3 ane, Sutton Coldfield, out of business. Birmingham. Pet June 
12, Ord July 10.. Exam J ry r 
James, St Helens, cashire, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet July 12.. Ord 


ears, Fae gg Ht = oe = ket Gard Kingston, Surrey. Pet 
am. arrey. ar’ ener, mn, 
uly 11. Ord July 11. Exam A Aug 15 


James Mellor, and Dyson Lee, Salford, Lancashire, Ale Merchants. 
Salford. Pet June 20. Ord July 9. Exam July 23 at 11 
Poe L-! Coseemene, Undertaker. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet July 10. 
10. am Ju 
and James Spink. Walsall, Staffordshire, Manufacturers. Walsall. 
Bs Ord July 10. Exam July 28 at 2 
Thomas, Ea win, Pembroke, Auctioneer. Pembroke Dock. Pet July7. Ord July 
8. July 28 at 12 at County Court Office, Pembroke Dock 
Wallis, Chavles Woodward, New sq, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister-at-Law and Pro- 
moter of Public Companies. High Cuurt. Pet May 22. Ord July 10. Exam 
paged 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Wi Woenrte < de Serrant, Hype 2 + = gate, South Kensington Gore, Gent. High 
Court. Pet June 18. Ord J xam Aug 21 at 11 at 34, Sancta’ inn 


fields 
‘Westmoreland, Christopher Ayscough, North Cotes, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Gt 
me Pet July 11. Ord July 11. Exam July 31 at 11 
Willey, ew, Fenton, Grocer’s Assistant. Stoke on Trent and Longton. Pet 
June 10. ‘Onl a daly 10. Exam July 28 at 11.30 
Williamson, Fran and John Williamson, Keighley, Yorkshire, Worsted 
Spinners. Bradford. Pet July 11. Ord July 11. Exam Aug 1 at 12 


The following Amended Notice is eubpettated for that published in the London 





Gazette of guys! 
Penrose, Sarah, Nesthourem, we Halifax. Aol Draper. Halifax. Pet July 
July 1. Exam July 17 


Frest MEETINGS. 
Atkin, John, Nottingham, Baker. July 22 at 12. Official Receiver, Exchange 
‘walk, Nottingham 
Alexander, cena, Glamorganshire, Colliery Proprietor. July 28 at 


12. Cogs Hotel, N 
Baines, Thomas, Gt Sontle st, Oxford circus, Tailor. July 22at12, Bankruptcy 


Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Preis xbridge rd, rd, Ealing, Photographer. July 25 at 11. 28 and 29, St 


James, Sowerby bridge, nr Halifax, Woollen Manufacturer. July 23 at 
12, wi Ofleal Townhall chbrs, Crossley st. Halifax 

and William N my croft. Leicester, Timber Merchants. 
July 22 at 3. ian One ial Receiver, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


Carroll, John, and Thomas Carrol', Middletown. nr Monaghan, Provision Dealers. 
July Mat2. Official Receiver, Lisbon b'dgs, Victoria st, Liverpool 
t, Edward McDougall Stopford, Settle, Yorkshire, Printer. July 23 at 
11. Chamber of Commerce, 145, Cheapside 
ea th Cheltenham, Gloucester, Innkeeper. July 24 at 3.30. County 
Cou: 
Davies, William, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Aug 20 at 11.30. County Court 
Offices, Madeley 
Dodds, ee Acton, a Prisoner in her Majesty’s Gaol. Horfield, Glou- 
os, to w Sheriff's Officer. July 25 at 2, Official Receiver, Bank chb rs, 
Evans, Robert, Carnarvon, Grocer’s Managing Assistant. July 25at2. Royal 
otel, Carnarvon 
Evans, Thomas, Rhuddlan, Flintshire, Blacksmith. July 24at 3. Official Re- 
ee it chbrs. Chester 
oy ang, Flintshire, Painter. July 24 at 2. Official Receiver, 


Thomas) Nottingham, Hosiery Maker. July 23at11. Official Receiver, 
we Notting 


¥ ‘Beend, Wiltshire, Carpenter. July 23at11. Official Receiver, 
Bank chbrs, Bristol 
mae, John, See LAsenoed Victualler. July 23 at 12. Official Re- 
wi ng 
Holland, De pswich, Bootmaker. July 22 at 12. Official Receiver, 2, West- 
pate y ee cies, Bury St Edmunds, Farmer. July 23 at 1.45. Guild- 
py Ae Staffordshire, China Dealer. July 28 at 12. Official 
, John James, Bishopston, Gloucestershire, Grocer. July 23 at 12. 
ver, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
tie SS p. July 28 at11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 
x eee, Bet Duiatol, Lodging House Keeper. July 23at1. Official 
= = > Feaed ot, Paddington, Dentist. July 24 at 2. 33, Carey 
W pley, Derbyshire, Tail July 22 at3. Official Receiver, 
Selle HEE saat cy pte sing 
omer — Furniture Dealer. July 24 at 11, Castle of Exeter, 
wer, Broadstairs, no- occupation. July 23 at 12. The First 
Fee oat Hick — hicks 
Siacee, James shor, one d Lee Dyson, Salford, Ale Merchants. July 23 at 11.30. 
Bago Tiss Be Bel. 6 Gateshead Undertaker. July 24at12. Official Receiver, 


sean fembes, te rd, Newcastle on Tyne 
iy! Sen Spink, Walsall, Staffordshire, Boot Manufacturers. 
28 at 10.20. Official Receiver, —_ ot . Walsall 


-Tn Dewsbury. Yorkshire, Fancy Draper. July 23at3. Official Re- 
See re ay oc gs pgs 


“ 


a 


At 


tley 
Thomas John, Nottingham, Boot Maker, 11, . Official 
ceiver, Exchange walk, Nottingham ee ~ 


—_— 
m, Staffordshire, Grocer’s Assistant. July 28 at 10.15, 


civ, Nelson ner Se 22 at 2.30. Queen’s Hotel, 


Bamford, Herbert, Arandell st, Haymarket; 8 Solicitor. Poole. Pet June3. Oni 
ona | eae, Samuel, Foremark, Derbyshire, Farmer. Derby. Pet June 28. Ord 


on Sully 8. Ord July 10 Bridge, near Halifax, Woollen Manufacturer. Halifax. 

Coldwell, James, New Mill, near Huddersfield, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer, 
Huddersfield. Pet June ii. Ord July 

Oe, yon —, haere Gloucestershire, Boot Manufacturer. Bristol, 

9 cues. Hingston upon Hull, out of business. Kingston upon Hull. Pet 

une Ord 

Bran, anemane, Rhuddlan, Flintshire, Blacksmith. Bangor. Pet July 10. Ord 


Font, mn, Matthew H Henry, Batley, Yorkshire, Flock Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet 


Willey, Matthew, 
Official Rave 


Ord Ji 
Go Beteaton. Boot Maker. hton. PetJuly1. Ord J 
Guat, Sie Shipley, Votshiny Big taken Maker. Bradford. P ee 
Harris, Hi rd. Pet July ii. Ord Jul 


enry, Heref: ge, Tanbeaper. Hereto 
Henley. Course Rice, Swindon. uilder. Swindon. Pet May * Ord 


Heymans. Ernest, erchant. Liverpool. Pet May 14. Ora J 
Holland, David, I rch, B Boot Maker. a Pet July.9. Ord July 9 
a, George th pl, Kensington, China Dealer. High Court. mah 


Ord 
J mm Elizabeth pune, Bangor, Carnarvonshire, Fancy Milliner. Bangor. Pet 
= une 18, Ord 


way hp a Windsor, Corn Merchant. Windsor. Pet July 12. Ord 
Jv 
: = Jone James, Bishopston, Gloucestershire, Grocer. Bristol. Pet July 
12 
Lager Clifton, Bristol, Lodging-house Keeper. Bristol. Pet July 
1 rT 
ae Saher Wile, Choriton-on-Medlock, Chemist. Manchester. Pet July 
Mellor, Seamect, ae pry nr Ashover, Derbyshire, out of business. Derby. 
Pet June 19. Ord July 1 
oy Joseph, Dorsetshire, Outfitter. Poole. Pet July 5. 
=. can, Sydenham, no occupation. Greenwich. Pet May 3. Ord 


Rent’ William, Bolton Abbey, Yorkshire, Farmer. Bradford. Pet June 26. Ord 


July 12 
TH Benjamin, Croydon, Wheelwright. Croydon. Pet June 30. Ord 
<7 George, West Hartlepool, Surveyor. Sunderland. Pet May 13. Ord 


thwaite. », Camberiand, Hotel Keeper. Cockermouth and 


simpson, Amos, Bassen 
ae Pet June2i. OrdJ uly 
Teeee, arles, and William H. » Cambridge rd, North Kilburn, Builders. 
Bottomley, Halifax, Greenstone Halifax. Pet June 2. Ord 


Court. Pet June 18. Ord uly 
Wharton, Matthew, jun, Dewsbury, Yorkshire. Dewsbury. Pet June12. Ord 


Hig 
Walsh, Tuned 
J 
Willey. Matthew, Fouton, Grocer’s Assistant. Stoke u Trent and 
Pet July 10. Ord July Wie — 
Wi , Francis, and 5 ohn Williamson, eighteg, Yorkshire, Worsted Spin- 
ners. Bradford. Pet July 11. Ord July 11 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 
Arti- -Dyspeptic Grove or Cheeta Powder. 
with the excess of fat extracted. 
Lig ity Fp meannedlgh it “* the most nutritious, per. 


Lanchese, on or 


beverage for Breakfast, 
4 -_ invaluable for Invalids and a Children, pa 
commended by the entire Medical Press, 
Bein a iont sugar, splen, or other admix 
all palates. keeps for years in all climates, an 
jmes the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and 1m REALITY CHEAPER than such 


80 


Vixtures. 
le instantaneously with boiling water, a nen 
<= to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a’ 
Cocoatims aie S VaNItuzis the most delicate, Rigectible, 
chéapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer aay eg is a" 
In ‘tins at Is. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., by Chemists and 


Grocers. 
Charities on 8 Terms by the Sole Proprieto 
H, Scuwzrrzsx &Co.,10 Adam-st., Strand, Tandon, ' w. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE pes MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her tale, & ie 8 Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
ch Corporation of London &c &c. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


Law Wigs — om for Py sae rars,Town Cler! 
, id Clerks of the P: : = 


CORPORATION noses, vuvensity t CLERGY GOWNS | 


ESTABLISHED 1699, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


ND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
142, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, B.0, 


Lato Copying and Engrossing. 


Deede and Writings Magnenqvemed and copied on the Premises, 
with “ey ym | and dispatch, at the lowest scale of | 
charges. good Discount allowed on greed accounts 


LAW PRINTING. 








the Finest Quality 


it suite 
is fuur 





STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI 

DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per folio. 

DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., Printed. 
in form for Registration. 


Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts, 
LITHOG RAPHY. 
ABSTRACTS, BRIE: PETITIONS, DRAFTS | 


MINUTES BS OF 'EVIDENGE, Lithographed 
ed prices. 

PLANS OF ES TATES. SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD. 

thographed 


ING SOCIETIES’ D DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lith 
with accuracy and bh. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
Samples and Catalogues sent post-free. 


a Tae? svenouser, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883; 


Every requisite under the above ove Acts supplied on the 

shortest n I 
! 
pitt BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate | 


MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 











in the form for tration and | 
SHARE OER’ IFIOATES, D DEBENTURES, | 
tc., engraved and printed. IOIAL SEALS designed 


executed, No Charge f t. Beth 
Szlicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


RS boty ASH & Saal no Stl 


Sours, PRESERVED PROVISIONS. 


FISHER’'S 





Orprnary SHAPE, 8/6 To 70/- 
THE LARGEST STOCK OF 


Bags made to order on the Premises in one day. 


R. FISHER, 188, STRAND. 


BRIEF BAGS. 




































































Parent OPENING, 30/ To 100/- 
BRIEF BAGS IN LONDON. 
Catalogues post free. 





PEARS’ 


SPECIALLY PREPARED 
Mr. JAMES STARTIN, the 


SOAP. 


FOR DELICATE SKINS. 


late eminent Surgeon, wrote :—“ I 


always use it myself, and recommend to my patients PEARS’ 
SOAP in preference to any other, as being more free from excess 
of Alkali and other impurities prejudicial to the skin.” 





SOLD EVERYWHERE. 





Stephens 
Inks. 


SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS 


WRITING 
AND 


COPYING 





TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 


BAND AND 00’S OWN SAUOE. 








POTTED MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 








yo 





Sag MAGNESIA. 

cal Profession f 

proved of this pure solution aa the boat remedy fee"? 

AOIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBUEN, HEADACHE 
GOUT and INDIGESTION 


dadas the safest Aperient for Delicate hres zines 
Ladies, and Infants. 


BNET ORD 8 MAGNESIA, 












[jSSENCE OF BEEF; BEEF TEA, 





‘TUSTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 





GPEOIALITIES for INVALIDS. 





CAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS, 


GOLD PEN, 
WITH DIAMOND POINT, 


Anti-corrosive—Flexible—Durable—Adapting itself to any 
Handwriting. 


Price 6d. each; post-free, 7d. 
With, Witte Sate Boten: 1 co ee 
Mordan’s Bost ver Pocket Holders-— 
Fluted oe ee 65s, 6d 
ay ee ee etian 2 ee ee = =. 
Other patterns in great variety. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








sUM IN SCOTLAND. 
(jf -ascow and the HIGHLANDS (Royal 
Route ). 
Feo Daily at 7 a.m., from (SR a.m 
conveying, in connectian, West Highland 








Sole address, 
13, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR, W. 


fae 
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of Tenant, with valuable 
ee re w yours Y tor Seles er cent. ; 
Solicitors can on wil 4 — & Jackson, 
Grocers’ Hall-court, Poultry, E 





Te ae TRUSTEES and Others.—In view of 
reduction of the Interest on 
. Davin J. CS eene ee to draw the 

perme Ny a Tavecions 


ezeoptionaly "we has 

secured Parcel ot °FREEHOLD @ 

in London, to emplo _— £14,000. Will a yo 

a of 4] per cent. ¢ og = absolute “yind 
d little trouble. —Apply to A (corner of), Lin- 

coln’a inn-fields. 





O OAPITALISTS.—Wanted, a few 
Gentlemen, to Form a Syndicate to extend a 

pin pa and old’established nt business. No 
—Address, Cutvers & Frames, Solicitors, 27, 





Vf O2TGacE REQUIRED, £500, on aSemi- 
detached House, rental value £55 per annum ; 


gone rent £10 per annum, over 90 years.— 





or further particulars address Mr. RayMOND 
THoMAS, 51, Queen Victoria-street, E.0. 
ORTGAGES. — Messrs, EASTMAN 


Brothers, Surveyors, having a rich connection, 
can almost alway $s procure Loans on Freehold or 
Leasehold Security for respectable Borrowers. Their 

comunission is very moderate.—3s, g William- 
street, London Bridge. 





TF you want Money without Fess—amounts 
YR to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
HILTon, personally if possible, 40, Great Tower-street. 





AW.—Wanted, by a young Solicitor with 

tah a Clerkship with or without a view to 

Partn The advertiser served his articles with 

firms of Cm practice in Manchester and London.— 

Apply, = care of Messrs. Meredith & Co., King- 
street, Manchester. 





| An Wanted, ted, by a Gentleman who has 
Final, a Conveyancing or General 

ping Clerks, in town or country (latter pre- 
erate ; good references.—Address, 

A. 5, tedemere Broad tt Pembrokeshire. 





AW.—A etiine, Commissioner for Oathe, 
- and Member of she Law mA 
Partnership, or a ip Poome 
of a share or faitimate snccensicn,, ina 
mainly of Conveyancing or amily 
usiness, He has for many years been Managin 
Clerk in one of the | London Offices; is we 
connected, and accustomed to ee clients, and to 
_ without su on. erences un- 
seaaiens, by Fa T. H., Messrs. 
& Co., Law Stationers, Ta si, Meomre. 
Piha E.C. 





AW.—Wanted, in September next, Com- 

mon Law and Chancery Domain ing Clerk. Must 

have had experience. and be able to e@ conduct of 

heavy cases -with slight supervision. Salary about 

£300. State age, previous experience, and whether 

pen ter id or not, to G. H. —< rpapeerens. «ger mI 
t, Lincoln’s-inn, 





CCOUNTS.—To Solicitors and Uthers.— 
An Accountant of many years’ experience 
Otters his Services. Prompt peragnel attention ; 
highest references.—Address, L. 8. D., “Solicitors 
Journal” Office, 27 27, Chancery-lane, W.c. 


j J NIVERSITIES, Civil Service, Legal, and 
Medical Preliminary, and other Examinations. 
Pupils from fourteen years of age prepared by a 
Tutor and Public Examiner of nineteen years’ experi- 
ence; of his onees —Rev. W. H. Row 
LANDSON, M.A., Great Braxted Rectory, Witham, 








OOKS.—To Executors, Solicitors. and 


Ors. —HENRY SOTHERAN 
C., Second-hand Booksellers, are prepared 
LIBRARIES, or Smaller Collections 
either in town or country, and to give the 
alue og nag yg Valuers 4 
ithou na! or expense to vendors. 
(Established 1816.) - 


HE OHURCH PREFERMENT 
GAZETT: on, efor Baloy to. 








purchaser. 
Tnetionte of RA 


STARK "(Associate 
are fans Sink & Oo. mg espe) ” al 


THE NEW PRACTICE DECISIONS. -4 
ea. ~ ag it, , eating Se Sow 


: ae amare ci Ghtie acre. ‘and 


Counnar for Sasunk, and late Dean Shei of f London 
and Middlesex, e Fifth Edition, with Supple- 
ment, is now ready, price 15s., crown 8vo, cloth (1,170 


pages). 
* The Supplement, oye the New Rules, 
Orders, and pane 0 March, 1884, may be be had 
Te PG Doeranwonirms 7, Fleet-street, Her 
Majesty’s Law Publish 





Just published, pee . 6d. 
AW of INDUSTRIA _ PROVIDENT 
40 rovides p Mesegations ont 
Small Intestacies 1 'ractical Forms. y 
W.J. STORROW TT elicitor (Honours, 1878). 
Co-OPERATIVE PRINTING SOCIETY LIMITED), 40, 
High Bridge, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 


rNHE NeW qaBALaND LAND MORT- 
COMPANY, Limited. 


Capital £2,000, 00, fully ore subscribed by more than 900 
shareholders ; up. nee 


£100,000 
The Company’s loans are to first-class 
hold mortgages. Sg Debenture ong is limited to 
the uncalled capita 
to ME DIRECTORS 
a J. Bristow, Esq. Sir Wirzam T. PowER, 
K. GrawaM, Esq. K,. 
Pigooxss LAREWORTHY, THOS, Esq., 


Azrave M. MrrcuHtson, 7 EpwarD W. Star- 
Esq. FORD, K.C.M.G. 
Chairman of Colonial Board— 
The Hon. Sir FreDK. WHITAKER, K.C.M.G., M.L.C., 
late Premier of New and. 
The Directors are issuing Terminable Debentures 
bearing interest at 5 per cent. for seven or ten years, 
43 per cent. for fiv: 3t ond | 4 per cent for three years. 


Interest belt oe wo capape 
{'TCHISON, Managin Director. 
Leadenhall-buildings, Leadenhall-st., London, E.C. 


[LAYS UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. Chief Office — 126 

CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 

The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed amount to 


nearly £1 -800, ny ster! 

Chsirmen—J aren Cuppo Esq. "attisten-et-Law, 

‘ile Temp ie, 

Deputy-Chairman — ~~ * PEMBERTON, Esq. uae & 
Pembertons), "Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fiel 

The Directors invite attention to the New Ss of 

ya Polic bank in! free from all conditions. 

is the Bonus Year, and all Policies effected on 

the - TWh pete rs Seale ” before the 30th of November 
ext will participate. ss 

OP itlcies of Insurance ited Ld the contin- | 
gency of Issue at moderate rates Premium. 

The Company ADV; “Money on Mortqnge of 
pone Interests and Reversions, whether te or 
com mt 

The ompany also purchases Reversions, giving the 
vendor the option of re-purchase within a limited 
period, whether the tenant for life be Miving 0 or not. 

Prospectuses, ies of the Directors’ and 
Ann Balance oe St erty tes on, sent 
post-free on applicati 

FRAN MCGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 





“RUSSELL, 





QUN FIRE AND LIFE OFFICES, 
\ Threadneedle-street, E.C. ; Charing 1, 8.W.; 
Oxford-street (corner of Vere-street), W 
FIRE. sol bp Home and Foreign Insu- 
rances at moderate 
LIFE. Established ‘Taio, Specially low rates for young 
lives. Large bonuses. Immediate settlement of cl aim 


EVERSIONARY and LIFRF INTE. 

RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 

or other Securities and Annuities PU RCHASED, or Loans 

or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE -—" 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 

Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Esta! pitehed 

1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans oo be 


capitalized. 
F. 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries. 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
Established 1836, 
FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD. 
Lowpon: 1, Moorgate- = o C. Apsurpzen: 3, 


King-s 
INCOME & FUNDS (1883) :— 











Fire Premiums .. ooo oes «. £520,009 

Life Premiums .., v0 eee oe 184,000 

Interest... ove ose ws 124,000 
Accumulated Funds .. «+ e+ $2,890,000 





HE COMMEROIAL UNION ASSUR- 
ANCE COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, ee 


— fully subseribed .sve.scsce. see. £2,500; 
as PRIG-UP seesee----eere 
ife Fund in Special Trust for Lite Policy- 
holders exceeds ...s0.....s. eecccecccces ———_ 
Other Funds exceed ...secesseccsees -eeee 


TOTAL INVESTED FUNDS UPWARDS or. TWO 
Total Annual Premium Income exceeds .. 1,065,000 


Cxnrer Orrices: 19 awp 20, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 





Wast Exp Orrica: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8,W, 





LIFE ASSOCIATION OF SCOTLAND: 
(For Life Assurance and Annuities.) 


FUNDS oo) - 7. ein 3740,000 

LOANS made on Fyesholde, Leascholds, an other 
Securities, including Life Interests, and ‘Absol 
Contingent Reversions. Loans upon Reversions are 
made at annual interest, or in consideration of » 
deferred charge, 


London: 5, Lombard-street, and 123, Pall Mall; 
Edinburgh : 82, Princes-strect. 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 
I ae KEBEOK 


ak st rs) med according to the usual Practice 
of other Bankers, and Interest allowed on the minimum 
monthly balances when not drawn below £50. Nocom. 
mission charged for keeping Accounts. The Bank also 
receives money on Deposit at Three per Cent. Interest, 
repayable on demand, The Bank undertakes for its 
Customers, free of agg 2 the Reeser! of Deeds, Writings, 
and other and Vi aluables ; the collection 0 
Bills of Exc oe ividendn and Coupons ; and the 
purchase and sale of Stocks and Shares. Letters of 
ae mapblot, with fal partial licati 

amp. wit! ars, on application, 
ANOIB BAVENSCROFT, Manager, 
8ist March, 1600. 


OSOENE COLLEGE, near WINSLW, 
UCKS.—For 100 Sons of Clergy, Army and 

Navy Medical Men, &c. Thirty guineas per annum, 
more or less according to age, with small definite 
extras, and an entrance fee of five guineas. Terms 
considerably rodnoed to hepthers and orphans. Good 
education ae diet, vi voy & ttle A and unex. 
Famewatle parental erence.—Address, Rey, Dr, 














(Aras DISH COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE, 


Four ne by the Oh of £30 each, tenable for 3 years, 
ee Po one BA the Clothworkers’ Company, one by His 
Duke of Dev: one by Samuel 
Morley, Esq. + M.P., and one by E. B. Foster, Esq., 
will be offered for com; be und on August 6, 7, = 8, 
int. Candidates must be under 17 on August 6 
The usual age of entry be: between 16 and 17,4 
Degree ms poey De }eien of 19, 
Coll for Lodging, Board (with an 
as Term the ng Vacation), and including all 
expenses of Tuition and University ¥ 


oor ay mt information apply to the WARDEN, 
Cavendish College, Cambridge. 





UaN ISR, your ee APART- 
MOEDER’S Let a A ae 


The o 
Cash prices. Aen she time given. 
Illustrated priced Catalogs aS Sam fall particula :s of 
F. MOEDER, bg ~ 250, Tottenham-court- 


road, and 19, 20, and 21, Morwell-street, W. Estab- 
ished 1862 





AUCTION ROOMS 


Specially for the Sai _ of Lite: Property, Music, and 
wae of Art, «7, LEICESTER SQUARE, LONDON, 


MESSRS. PUTTICK & SIMPSON beg to 
announce that the above rooms are open daily for 
the reception of all kinds of Literary and Art Property, 
Musical Collections, &c., intended for Sale by Auction. 
Messrs. P. & 8. feel assured that the necessary knowl 
(gained only by lon experience) and the extensive con- 
nection enjoyed by their firm will bea sufficient guarantee 
to solicitors and others that such property entrusted % 
their care will be arranged for sale in the most advale 
tageous manner. 
aluations for Probate or Legacy Duty, or ior Public 
or Private Sale. 
EstaBiisHep (uw ProcapriLy) 1794. 


— 





M ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
to announce that their sales by Auction of 
Pinte, Watches, Chains, Joyellesy, Precious Stones, 


ca ae are Ag on , Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
an 
The ye of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees 
and others © this ready means 


particularly call@d t: 
for Shs the disposal of Property my Geceased and other 
ents. 
eS C0: the of their sales, 
sate 8 Bate ela en ag 
pom Oe at short notice (it required). 
Sales of ‘ture 


Furni held at private houses. 
Valuations for Probate or fer. Terms on ap 
plication to the plished 
1793), 38 sand 39, Gracech 
essts. 


7 ae Pa at ae the Rooms (esta 
Johnson & : eps beg to 


.C. 
to notify that 
their notion Kaies ons 4 Apparel, Piece 
Goods, Household Furniture, Carpets, 
, &C., are eld on mes day of of the 
yy excep ied). 





WE a4 
to inqui 
chancer 
the exp 


On ¥ 
extreme 
but app’ 
long list 


By 17 
Q¢c., I 
have be 
that of 
called, 
wishes | 


THE 
ALFRED 
almost i 
of Mr. 
received 
notoriov 
new ju 
lawyer, 
characte 


Tr wi 
well, pr 
order a 
trial to 
the hea 
cases, i 
to -_ 
employ 
sy am 
of App 
shortha 
to con¢ 
take nc 
the Ru 
the ma‘ 
stated 
actions 
the par 
notes o: 


THE 
cashire 
alterati 
a more 
try adz 
exercis 
in the 
if the 
ably, o 
ant the 





